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ABSTRACT 


The  study  sought  to  ascertain  the  information  parents 
wished  most  to  receive  from  the  schools  about  their  children, 
and  how  they  wanted  this  information  communicated  to  them0 

A  structured  questionnaire  was  administered  to  512 
parents  in  attendance  at  general  meetings  of  selected  Home 
and  School  Associations  in  the  City  of  Edmonton.  A  total  of 
499  questionnaires  were  returned,  of  which  482  were  usable. 

The  survey  found  that  parents  considered  that  a  report¬ 
ing  system  should  place  most  emphasis  on  reporting  academic 
achievement  and  least  emphasis  on  reporting  health.  Parents 
indicated  relatively  high  disagreement  regarding  the  emphasis 
that  should  be  placed  on  the  other  reporting  items,  namely: 
general  ability,  personality,  social  behavior,  special  apti¬ 
tudes,  and  suggestions  for  improvement.  It  was  also  found 
that  parents  with  various  educational  backgrounds,  occupations 
and  family  incomes  differed  in  their  expectations  as  to  what 
should  be  reported  to  them.  Parents  with  "higher"  educational 
backgrounds,  occupations  and  family  incomes  showed  more  inter¬ 
est  in  reports  on  achievement  and  general  ability,  and  less 
interest  in  health,  personality  and  social  behavior  than  those 
in  the  "lower"  groups.  The  sex  of  the  parents  or  the  grade  of 
his  children  did  not  affect  significantly  the  parents*  expec¬ 
tations  of  what  should  be  reported.  All  groups  placed 
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relatively  high  emphasis  on  receiving  reports  that  would 
enable  them  to  help  their  children  to  do  better  work, 

A  level  of  disagreement  also  existed  among  the  parents 
as  to  how  information  should  be  communicated  to  the  homeD  The 
findings,  however,  did  show  that  most  parents  wanted: 

lo  Achievement  rated  in  terms  of  percentage  gradings 
compared  with  either  the  child's  ability  or  the 
class  average., 

2.  Specific  instructions  as  to  how  they  could  help  their 
children  improve. 

30  Ability  reported  in  general  terms  of  being  above 

average,  average  or  below  average  rather  than  in 
the  form  of  an  Intelligence  Quotient, 

4o  Social  behavior  reported  in  terms  of  conduct  in  the 
c  las  srootn, 

5,  The  opportunity  to  work  with  the  school  in  planning 
their  children's  school  career. 

Parents  wanted  two-way  communication  with  the  school. 

Not  only  did  they  want  a  written  record  of  their  children's 
progress,  but  they  also  wished  to  have  this  report  supplemented 
by  personal  interviews  when  requested  by  teacher  or  parent. 
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CHAPTER  I 


THE  PROBLEM 

The  study  to  be  reported  here  had  as  its  purpose  an 
analysis  of  prevailing  modes  of  communication  between  school 
and  home.  It  proposed  first,  to  ascertain  the  "areas  of  con¬ 
cern" —  matters  about  which  parents  want e  d  information  about 
their  children;  and  second,  to  find  how  information  on  these 
areas  could  best  be  transmitted  to  the  home*  The  study 
focussed  on  the  reporting  program  as  the  main  mode  of  com¬ 
municating  with  parents  about  their  children. 

Traditionally,  school  reports  have  been  quantitative 
rather  than  qualitative  in  their  data,  stating  a  measure  of 
success  in  school  subjects,  and  indicating  little  or  nothing 
about  the  pupil’s  personality  except  his  standing  in  "conduct" 
as  conventionally  defined.  More  recently,  child  studies 
have  recognized  the  limitations  imposed  by  the  impersonality 
of  such  a  program.  This  has  resulted  in  school  systems 
modifying  their  reporting  programs  in  an  effort  to  make 
them  more  descriptive  and  more  meaningful.  Modifications 
have  been  made;  but,  unfortunately,  many  have  been  of  a  super¬ 
ficial  nature.  Much  attention  has  been  placed  on  the  form  of 
the  report  card  and  little  attention  on  the  reporting  program 
as  a  mode  of  communication  designed  to  enable  the  child, 
parent  and  the  teacher  to  arrive  at  a  common  understanding  of 
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the  child9s  development  and  to  establish  some  guides  for  future 
improvement.  Whereas,  in  the  past,  reporting  plans  have  been 
used  as  a  motivator  for  academic  achievement,  as  a  disciplinary 
device,  as  a  help  in  making  decisions  concerning  promotions, 
and  as  a  means  of  informing  parents  of  pupil  progress,  more 
schools  are  now  recognizing  the  reporting  plan  as  the  means 
by  which  parents,  children  and  teachers  are  provided  with  in¬ 
formation  which  will  enable  them  to  work  together  construc¬ 
tively  for  the  benefit  c£  the  child,  educationally, 

I.  PURPOSE  OF  STUDY 

The  central  problem  of  this  study  took  the  form  of  a 
question:  What  do  parents  want  to  know  about  their  children? 
Specifically,  the  study  sought  answers  to  these  questions: 

1,  What  information  do  parents  want  reported  about 

their  children?  Or,  what  factors  of  child  growth 
and  behavior  do  parents  consider  most  important, 
and  about  which  do  they  want  information? 

2,  What  parental  characteristics  influence  what  parents 

want  to  know? 

a)  Does  occupation  make  a  difference  in  the  ex¬ 

pectations  of  parents? 

b)  Do  the  father  and  mother  share  identical  con¬ 


cerns? 


•'  -  -  '  ' 

3  "  3  \  ”  ~  j  _•  r; 


:o  ■  9 


0  .  .  J 


. 


:  .  .  .  9 


"  «  -  o--r 

«  9  -  9  .'3  >  9  •  o  i:  .9  9  -.O  o  9 :  O  "  .  'i  -J  o  •;  .  '  o  2  r 

°  •'  ■  •  -  • :  o  9  •  -9  ;  '  ..  ;  _  c3-sj  ••  , 


'  :o  „  9  .  9  . 


-  -  r"  ", 


i  '•*  "J  :  • 


::  o  ;  •  '•  \ 


3 


'  '  ; 

"  ■  :  fO  O xoiUo  ■  _  -  :  .  ;  3  i  -  I: 

•  9  "  '  ..  3  3 


.  o  1  3 !.  .-J  -  ;  ’  c  ' 


i  "  ; 


9  ... 


'~9  T 


.  ^ 


-  3  ..  o  ;  1  -  -  •  s  03 

3  ;  °  -  '  •  '  '  ■  ?  3  :  9  : O  . ;  :r  -  ■  •  0  > 

'  '  •'  9  •  3  -  -•  :  -  o  ■  ro  •  - 

—  -  ■  -  — 

-  °  -°:'9  ;■  -•  .  ;  .3  ;  _  9  0 

-  : i  ;  7  -  -  -  -  ;  o  r o  J ■  vail 

-J““  °  _  9  -r  -■  o  o .j  j-  -  q  ' 

°°  J  ^  ‘  •  •-  ~  ••  "  ■  -  .  9  3  '  J  ■  ;  Jo  .  "  -  ; 


:  c  i  ;  ■-  r  •) 

••  -  l  379  •[. 


9  3  s  x  r  o  '  : 


03  .  '  '  -  ;;  ; 


: ~  3  n;' 

9:  I  -  quo  O  *  3o 

-  9  3  7  9  ;  j  '  9  _l  ’  \  ^  q 

r  ,J7  •.  v  -  :  :■  , 3  '  v 


7  3  ^ 


v  '• 


0 


3 


c )  Does  i ncorae  have  a  bearing  on  what  parents 

want  to  know? 

d)  Does  the  grade  level  of  the  child  affect  what 

parents  wish  to  know? 

e)  What  effects  on  the  viewpoints  of  parents  are 

attributable  to  the  educational  background 

of  the  parent? 

3-  How  do  parents  want  information  communicated  to  them 
regarding  their  children's  progress? 

II-  NEED  FOR  THE  STUDY 

Good  public  relations  result  from  satisfactory  communi¬ 
cation  among  pupils,  parents  and  teachers-  The  most  common 
media  of  communication  presently  in  use  is  the  report  card-  A 
review  of  the  literature  indicates  that  many  school  systems  are 
using  newly  revised  reporting  systems,  or  are  in  the  process  of 
revising  these  systems-  This  would  indicate  that  they  question 
the  efficacy  of  their  reporting  methods  as  a  means  of  effective 
communication-  It  may  be  that,  in  many  instances,  educators 
are  acting  on  what  they  think  the  public  should  know  or  wants 
to  know.  Accordingly,  educators  need  to  make  more  systematic 
studies  of  what  the  public  already  knows,  and  what  the  public 
wants  to  know  about  the  schools*  reporting  systems. 

It  was  in  the  latter  area  that  this  study  was  based, 
focussing  on  what  parents  wanted  to  know  about  their  children- 
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It  was  hoped  that  the  following  values  might  accrue: 

1.  That  the  results  of  this  study  would  be  of  value  in 

refining  reporting  methods,  and  would  serve  as  a 
basis  on  which  parents,  teachers  and  pupils  together 
could  go  over  the  whole  ground  of  home-school  com- 
muni  cation, 

2.  That  present  methods  of  reporting  could  be  evaluated 

in  terms  of  parents0  concepts  of  the  objectives  of 
e  duca  tion, 

3.  That  parent  participation  in  this  project  would  lead 

to  more  enlightened  co-operation  with  the  school, 

4.  That  this  project  might  form  an  area  of  interest  for 

discussion  in  a  program  of  parent  education, 

III.  OVERVIEW 

Many  studies  have  been  made  concerning  the  best  methods 
of  reporting  to  the  parents  about  their  children.  These, 
generally,  have  been  made  by  school  systems  in  an  effort  to 
improve  their  reporting  methods,  but  all  admit  they  have  not 
achieved  a  program  with  which  they  are  completely  satisfied. 
Such  studies  along  with  other  pertinent  research  are  discussed 
in  Chapter  II. 

Chapter  III  is  concerned  with  the  design  of  the  study. 
The  construction  of  the  questionnaire  is  explained,  and  the 

sampling  method  is  outlined. 

An  analysis  of  what  parents  want  reported  is  given  in 
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Chapter  IV.  The  relationships  between  the  various  groups  of 
parents  and  their  considered  opinions  of  the  relative  impor¬ 
tance  of  what  should  be  reported  are  tabulated  and  analysed. 

Chapter  V  is  devoted  to  the  analysis  of  how  parents 
want  information  reported  to  them,  and  how  often  these  reports 
should  be  issued. 

The  concluding  chapter.  Chapter  VI,  summarizes  the 
study,  and  presents  conclusions  and  implications. 
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CHAPTER  II 


RELATED  LITERATURE 

How  best  to  report  the  progress — or  lack  of  progress  — 
of  pupils  to  parents  is  a  perennial  problem  in  most  schools. 
The  defects  of  the  traditional  methods  of  reporting  are  gen¬ 
erally  recognized,  but  no  one  seems  to  have  "all  the  answers". 
Although  it  appears  that  there  has  been  a  movement  under  way 
for  the  improvement  of  marking  and  reporting  practices  for 
many  years.  Wrinkle  reports,  as  far  back  as  1947,  that  very 
few  schools  had  made  significant  departures  from  traditional 
methods  (21,  p.50).  Reporting  has  been  called  the  most 
retarded  phase  of  education;  it  has  caused  heartaches  and 
headaches  to  parents,  teachers  and  children;  it  has  caused 
misunderstandings  and  animosities;  yet,  there  is  unanimous 
agreement  that  some  type  of  reporting  system  is  necessary. 
Reporting  should  become  one  of  the  most  important  functions 
of  the  administrative  process. 

Reporting  is  communicating,  and  when  functioning  most 
effectively  the  reporting  system  serves  as  a  channel  of  com¬ 
munication  through  which  schools  send  as  well  as  receive 
information.  As  is  so  aptly  stated  by  Kindred: 

The  schools  need  to  know  what  the  parents  think  about 
them  and  their  teaching  methods,  and  the  parents  need  to 
know  what  the  school  thinks  about  pupils  and  their  abili¬ 
ties  to  learn.  Exchanging  and  sharing  knowledge  about  a 
child  builds  mutual  understanding  and  cooperation  between 
parents  and  teachers  (6,  p.290). 
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The  success  of  any  reporting  plan  depends  not  only  on 

the  plan,  but  also  on  the  extent  to  which  parents  and  teachers 

understand  and  accept  it.  In  fact,  Russell  says: 

Good  reporting  of  pupil  progress  is  fundamentally 
a  process  of  establishing  and  maintaining  two-way  com¬ 
munication  between  home  and  school. 


Parents  and  teachers  arrive  at  a  set  of  common  goals  for 
their  children.  .  .  They  then  utilize  various  means  of 

communication  to  inform  one  another  on  the  progress  the 
children  are  making  to  attain  the  goals  (13,p.49)» 

Dissatisfactions  of  the  home  and  the  community  with  the 
school  may  often  be  traced  to  lack  of  understanding  of  report¬ 
ing  practices  and  procedures.  The  growing  concern  of  educators 
about  this  lack  of  common  understandings  is  becoming  increas¬ 
ingly  evident.  Taylor  supports  this  statement  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  quotation: 

While  school  programs  and  teaching  methods  have  been 
changing,  the  report  card  in  most  schools  seems  to  have 
retained  the  more  traditional  idea  of  education.  Very 
often  it  has  no  meaning  to  the  parent  or  child  other 
than  it  has  a  large  number  of  high  or  low  marks  (17,p.22). 

Inadequate  reporting  has  aggravated  the  need  for 
increased  popular  understanding  of  our  schools.  Every  school 
must  accept  the  challenge  of  developing  a  reporting  system 
that  keeps  the  parents  correctly  informed  about  the  program 
as  well  as  stimulating  and  using  parents'  interests  and 
talents.  As  Yeager  says: 

The  school  has  recognized  that  the  efficiency  of  its 
educational  program  is  limited  by  the  amount  of  intelli¬ 
gent  cooperation  it  receives  from  the  home.  As  the  scope 
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of  the  educational  process  enlarges,  this  cooperation 
becomes  more  and  more  essential®  Each  must  understand 
the  other,  and  both  must  understand  the  child  and  the 
nature  of  his  progress,  especially  since  his  growth  and 
development  are  determined  by  those  combined  forces, 
conditions  and  agencies  that  surround  him  both  within 
and  without  the  school  (22,  p0343)„ 

I.  COMMON  PRACTICES  IN  REPORTING 


The  search  for  better  methods  of  reporting  has  taken 
individuals  and  schools  along  many  different  roads  and  in 
many  different  directions.  Reporting  methods  are  in  a  state 
of  flux,  and  when  one  examines  the  many  types  and  varieties 
of  reports,  it  is  apparent  that  there  is  no  dearth  of  interest 
in  reporting.  As  Traxler  suggests: 

The  relations  of  the  school  with  the  home  may  take 
many  forms,  but  the  one  type  of  contact  that  can  be 
counted  upon  to  reach  every  home  served  by  the  school 
is  the  periodic  report  of  pupil  progress  (19,  p0235)0 

Thomas  reports  that  the  traditional  report  card,  sup¬ 
plemented  by  ratings  for  personal  growth,  is  most  commonly 
used  to  report  pupil  progress  to  parents,  but  finds  that  there 
are  few  major  changes  in  methods  of  reporting  (18,  p.149). 
Modifications  are  being  made,  but  unfortunately  they  are  of 
superficial  nature.  The  forms  are  different  but  the  purposes 
are  much  the  same.  Wrinkle  states  that  an  analysis  of  the 
findings  of  dozens  of  research  studies  made  prior  to  1947 
would  lead  to  the  following  conclusions: 

lo  Many  schools  report  by  use  of  a  multiple-point  scale 
commonly  involving  the  use  of  the  letters  A  B  C  D  F. 
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2.  The  greatest  single  innovation  in  marking  practices 
has  been  the  substitution  of  letter  grades  for  per  cent 
grades. 

3.  Most  schools  in  addition  to  reporting  a  letter 
grade  also  report  on  a  variety  of  character  traits  by 
checking  one  or  more  items  in  a  printed  list  of  undefined 
terms  or  statements. 

4.  Most  of  the  departures  from  conventional  practice 
have  been  made  by  elementary  schools  and  very  few  by 
secondary  schools. 

5.  Most  schools  send  out  reports  each  six  weeks. 

6  o  Few  of  the  schools  that  have  made  departures  from 
conventional  practices  (represented  by  the  use  of  informal 
letters,  parent- teacher s  conferences,  the  substitution  of 

S  and  U  or  H,S,  and  U  for  A  B  C  D  F,  etc.)  are  satisfied 
with  their  new  practice  and  are  working  to  improve  it 
still  further. 

7  o  The  marking  and  reporting  problem  ranks  close  to 
the  top  among  those  about  which  most  schools  and  teachers 
are  seriously  concerned,  but  since  they  do  not  know  how 
to  improve  on  what  they  are  doing,  they  do  not  change 
(21,  p „ 3  0 ) o 

In  view  of  the  above  conclusions,  it  would  appear  that 
the  purpose  of  most  reporting  systems  was  to  inform  parents 
how  their  children  were  getting  along,  and  yet  much  of  the 
literature  implies  that  reporting  is  much  more. 

Strang  says: 

Reports  to  parents  are  an  instrument  of  child  guidance. 
It  must  do  more  than  give  parents  and  teachers  a  picture 
of  the  child's  achievement  or  even  of  the  progress  he  has 
made.  Parents  need  to  know  why  a  child  is  not  making  the 
expected  progress  and  what  they  can  do  to  help  the  teacher 
provide  the  experiences  the  child  needs.  A  successful 
method  of  reporting  to  parents  will  help  each  pupil  to 
grow  in  his  own  best  way  (16,  p.2). 

Elsbree  and  McNally  hold  a  similar  view  which  is  as 
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One  major  objective  is  to  provide  the  information 
necessary  for  a  sound  working  relationship  between  the 
school  and  the  home  in  the  guidance  of  the  child 
(A,  p.188). 

The  merits  and  demerits  of  reporting  to  parents  have 
stimulated  much  discussion  and  many  conferences.  Frequently, 
a  variety  of  teachers*  reports  are  shuffled  back  and  forth 
between  schools  and  parents  because  the  figures,  letters, 
symbols,  check  marks  tell  the  parents  very  little.  As 
Edwards  says,  schools  attempt  to  individualize  instruction, 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  they  attempt  to  maintain  grade  stan¬ 
dards  (3,  p „  1 8 ) „  Traditionally,  school  achievement  has  been 
given  in  percentages.  Parents  have  been  reluctant  to  admit 
that  "changes  in  behavior”  cannot  be  reduced  to  an  accurate 
numerical  appraisal.  Educators  have  criticized  report  cards 
on  the  unreliability  of  the  marks  given  by  teachers  as  well 
as  for  the  unreliability  of  the  interpretation  of  marks  by 
parents . 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  in  a  survey  of  report 
cards  and  reporting  methods  made  in  Canada  and  the  United 
States  in  1958,  Thomas  reports  that,  while  certain  school 
systems  use  percentages  in  preference  to  other  scales,  the 
five  point  letter  scale  is  still  the  most  common  method  used 
in  reporting  academic  achievement  to  the  parents  (18,  p.lA9)0 

This  scale  requires  less  fine  distinctions,  and  for  this 
reason  has  largely  replaced  the  percentage  system.  Many 
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uses  are  made  of  these  marks.  They  are  used  as  a  motivation 
for  academic  achievement,  as  a  disciplinary  device  by  both 
parents  and  teachers,  as  a  help  in  making  decisions  concern¬ 
ing  promotions,  as  a  public  relations  instrument ,  and  as  a 
means  of  informing  parents  of  pupil  progress.  However, 
according  to  Wrinkle,  the  use  of  the  single  letter  marking 
system  is  supported  by  six  fallacies: 

1.  The  mark  is  an  effective  conveyor  of  information. 

2.  Anyone  can  achieve  any  mark  he  wishes,  if  he  is 

willing  to  make  the  necessary  effort. 

3.  People  succeed  in  out- of- schoo 1  life  about  the  same 

as  they  do  in  school. 

4.  The  mark  is  rightly  comparable  to  a  pay  check. 

5.  Marking  practices  provide  a  justifiable  introduction 

to  competitive  adult  life. 

6.  The  mark  can  be  used  as  a  means  without  its  eventually 

being  recognized  as  an  end  in  itself  (21,  p.49). 

Some  schools  have  attempted  to  reduce  the  competitive 
effect  of  letter  grades  by  introducing  a  two  point  scale. 

A  mark  of  "satisfactory"  or  "unsatisfactory"  is  given  to  the 
student.  If  he  is  working  up  to  his  capacity,  he  is  rated 
S;  if  he  falls  below  his  ability,  he  is  rated  U.  The  weak¬ 
ness  of  this  system  of  marking  is  apparent.  There  is  the 
possibility  that  it  will  reduce  the  student's  incentive  to 
do  better  work.  Most  certainly,  teachers  will  experience  dif¬ 
ficulty  in  appraising  a  child's  achievement  in  reference  to 
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his  true  scholastic  ability,.  How  intelligible  is  this  mark 
to  the  parent  who  is  seeking  clues  as  to  how  well  the  child 
is  doing  and  how  he  can  be  helped? 

In  an  attempt  to  overcome  some  of  the  difficulties 
listed  above,  some  schools  have  adopted  a  dualsystem  of 
reporting*  In  a  research  study  in  Racine,  Wisconsin,  in  1957, 
Russell  found  the  parents  wanted  growth  in  knowledge  and  skills 
shown  on  a  dual  basis,  the  position  of  a  pupil  within  the 
class  group  and  the  relationship  between  his  achievement  and 
his  ability  to  achieve  (13,  p.52)»  To  provide  intelligent 

guidance  to  the  child  and  advice  to  the  parent,  many  schools 
supplement  the  gradings  or  marks  with  written  comments  to 
interpret  the  marks,  emphasize  the  achievement,  indicate  pro¬ 
gress  along  other  lines,  and  give  concrete  suggestions  for 
improvement*  These  written  comments  are  helpful  to  the 
extent  that  they  are  based  on  accurate  study  of  the  individual 
child  and  are  written  with  particular  parents  in  mind* 

According  to  Thomas,  most  report  cards  do  make  provi¬ 
sion  for  marking  personal  and  social  growth  (18,  p, 149) , 

Many  have  evolved  elaborate  checklists  in  which  personality 
and  character  traits  are  listed*  The  teacher  rates  the 
children  subjectively  on  the  basis  of  the  traits  listed. 

While  this  is  a  worth-while  objective,  is  it  possible  to 

give  more  than  a  sampling  of  a  child's  personality,  and  can 
the  whole  child  be  evaluated  subjectively  on  a  sample  list? 
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The  schools  must  accept  the  criticism  that  a  reporting  system 
in  the  form  of  a  printed  card  or  report  is  inadequate.  There 
is  no  free  exchange  of  information  and  a  report  card  allows  no 
mutual  planning  for  improvement.  Rogers  is  of  the  opinion 
that  there  are  several  undesirable  by-products  of  issuing 
report  cards.  Her  main  criticism  is  that  the  report  is  used 
chiefly  to  judge  the  child  and  is  held  as  evidence  for  or 
against  him  rather  than  as  a  device  to  help  him.  She  says 
that  teachers  themselves  will  often  confess  that  they  are  not 
confident  in  their  assignment  of  marks.  Parents  are  often 
confused  by  the  marks,  but  decide  that  they  "should  do  some¬ 
thing"  with  resultant  emotionalization  on  the  part  of  both 
the  parent  and  the  child  (11,  p . 5  2  0 ) .  To  quote  from  Wills: 

.  .  .  the  improvement  of  reporting  is  not  a  simple 

matter  of  manipulation  of  symbols,  but  rather  a  diffi¬ 
cult  task  involving  formulation  of  educational  objec¬ 
tives,  the  determination  of  individual  ability,  and  the 
reporting  of  evaluations  to  parents  in  an  understandable 
manner  (20,  p.437). 

In  an  effort  to  improve  reporting  methods,  the  trend 
is  to  a  greater  personal  contact  with  the  parent  to  whom  the 
school  is  reporting.  More  and  more  schools  are  attempting 
to  meet  the  major  criticisms  of  report  cards  by  developing 
the  use  of  parent- teacher  conferences  as  a  method  of  report¬ 
ing.  A  national  study  of  reporting  methods  made  in  the 
United  States  in  1950  indicated  that  nine  per  cent  of  all 
schools  were  stressing  par ent- teacher  conferences  at  school 
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as  an  essential  basis  for  the  understanding  of  the  child's 
development,  abilities,  and  progress,  and  that  there  was  a 
definite  trend  to  more  parent- teacher  conferences  (15,  p « 6 0 ) „ 
Muellen  lists  a  number  of  advantages  of  the  parent- teacher 
conference : 

lo  It  gives  the  parent  added  opportunity  and  incentive 
to  visit  the  chi  Id5  s  teacher  and  to  discuss  the 
child's  progress  and  development. 

2.  The  teacher  has  products  of  the  child's  achievement 

at  hand  to  show  the  parent,  and  to  analyse  with  her 
in  the  light  of  the  developmental  age  of  the  chi ld» 

3.  Teacher  and  parent  avoid  the  typing  of  a  child  as 

"satisfactory"  or  "unsatisfactory". 

He  also  found  that  the  parent- teacher  conference  was 
overwhelmingly  accepted  by  the  parents  which  clearly  indicated 
their  intense  interest  in  the  school  program  and  their  desire 
to  discuss  their  child” s  development  (9,  p.28-9).  Brown 

cautions  that  this  method  of  reporting  is  the  best  supple¬ 
ment  to  but  cannot  substitute  for  the  report  card.  He  says, 
also,  that  parents  must  be  educated  to  the  idea  of  the  con¬ 
ference,  to  see  its  significance,  and  to  come  when  asked,  and 
that  secondly,  classroom  teachers  must  have  some  formal 
training  in  guidance  techniques  before  assuming  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  such  conferences  (1,  p.214).  Romano  thinks  that 

parents  have  just  as  much  a  responsibility  as  the  teacher  to 
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plan  for  these  meetings  (12,  p.89).  Wrinkle  thinks  that  the 
most  serious  objection  to  the  conference  plan  is  that  it  demands 
a  heavy  time  involvement  on  the  part  of  the  teacher,  and  that, 
in  some  cases,  many  parents  cannot  take  time  for  conferences 
with  the  teacher  (21,  p.53). 

To  meet  these  latter  objections,  some  schools  have 
instituted  the  use  of  informal  letters  to  parents  as  a  method 
of  reporting.  The  teacher  who  is  skilful  in  the  use  of  words 
and  who  has  insights  into  the  needs  of  children  can  success¬ 
fully  use  this  method  in  the  guidance  of  children.  However, 
are  all  teachers  capable  of  making  themselves  clearly  under¬ 
stood  in  writing?  It  may  be  that  informal  letter  plans  are 
more  capable  of  being  misunderstood  than  printed  forms. 

II.  REPORTING  AND  COMMUNICATION 

While  there  are  many  means  of  reporting  to  a  community, 
the  report  card  or  one  of  its  derivatives  (letters,  con¬ 
ferences,  and  so  on)  is  one  of  the  key  methods  of  inform¬ 
ing  parents  about  the  progress  of  their  children.  If 
the  reporting  system  does  not  do  an  adequate  job  of 
reflecting  the  school  program,  then  the  system  needs  to 
be  changed  not  abolished  (14,  p.389). 

Basically,  the  problem  is  communication.  Goodykoontz 
feels  that,  if  a  report  doesn't  tell  parents  what  they  want 
to  know,  or,  if  what  it  says,  doesn't  make  sense,  it  isn't  a 
good  kind  of  report  (5,  p.ll).  It  needs  to  be  built  on  the 
understanding  of  all  who  are  to  use  and  receive  it.  McCowen 
and  Bryan  suggest  that  the  success  of  any  reporting  plan  is 
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dependent  not  only  on  the  plan  itself  but  also  on  the  degree 
of  understanding  and  support  received  from  parents  and 
teachers  (8,  p 0 3 2 ) „  A  review  of  the  literature  on  reporting 
stresses  not  only  the  need  of  understanding  and  support  of 
the  parents  but  also  the  need  of  cooperation  between  the  home 
and  the  school  which  will  enable  them  to  work  together  most 
constructively  for  the  best  growth  of  the  child. 

What  shall  be  reported?  Edmonson  says  that,  in  all 
probability,  school  officials  are  wasting  a  considerable 
amount  of  time  and  effort  through  repeating  information  that 
most  parents  already  have,  and  at  the  same  time  are  neglecting 
to  give  information  that  the  public  wants  to  receive  (2, p.477). 
Too  much  attention  has  been  placed  on  the  form  of  the  report 
card  leaving  unexamined  the  vital  issues  that  pertain  to  the 
basis  of  reporting.  What  is  to  be  reported  is  meaningful 
only  when  there  is  full  understanding  of  the  school's  basic 
purposes. 

In  a  survey  of  parent  and  teacher  opinion  as  to  the 
purposes  that  the  reporting  process  should  serve  and  the 
kinds  of  information  it  should  report,  Norby  found  the  fol- 
1  owing : 

1.  The  major  function  of  the  reporting  process  is  to 
give  parents  insight  into  the  nature  and  extent 
of  their  children's  learning  progress.  Further, 
they  believe  the  process  should  provide  practical 
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suggestions  on  how  the  home  can  best  foster  the 
pupil's  learning  process.  It  should  encourage 
and  help  pupils  to  do  good  work  in  school. 

2o  It  should  provide  information  on  the  pupi 1 1 s  total 

learning  progress,  including  their  social  develop¬ 
ment  and  citizenship. 

3.  They  believe  that  marks  should  show  how  well  the 

pupil  is  progressing  in  relation  both  to  standards 
for  his  grade  and  his  individual  ability  to  do 
school  work. 

4.  Both  parents  and  teachers  believe  that  the  reporting 

process  should  include  both  group  and  individual 
conferences  as  well  as  report  cards. 

5.  Report  cards  should  be  individualized  and  diagnos¬ 

tic  as  possible  (10,  p.54). 

McConnell  states  that  the  type  of  reporting  to  parents 
must  be  consistent  with  the  theory  upon  which  teaching  is 
based.  Teaching  in  turn  must  be  based  on  all  the  objectives 
of  the  school  which  are  directly  related  to  pupils.  He 
found  that  parents  wanted  reports  on  personal  and  classroom 
behavior,  academic  progress,  social  behavior,  home-school 
relations,  individual  aptitude  or  ability,  health  and  physi¬ 
cal  conditions  in  the  order  listed  (7,  p.83-4).  It  is  in 
these  areas  of  parent  interest  that  the  school  must  do  a  con¬ 
scientious  job  of  reporting,  keeping  in  mind  that  the  main 
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purpose  of  reporting  to  parents  is  to  enable  them  to  cooperate 
more  intelligibly  with  the  school  in  guiding  the  child. 

III.  SUMMARY 

It  would  appear  from  the  literature  that  there  is  no 
perfect  report  card  and  no  standard  method  of  reporting.  It 
may  be  that  the  f  orm  used  matters  less  than  the  way  it  is 
used,  and  that  each  community  will  have  to  decide  what  type 
seems  most  desirable  and  best  meets  the  needs  of  parents, 
children,  and  teachers.  In  the  opinion  of  most  authorities, 
unless  the  reporting  system  is  accepted  and  understood  by 
both  parents  and  teachers,  it  cannot  succeed.  This  would  imply 
that,  when  a  community  is  considering  revising  its  reporting 
methods,  it  should  "make  haste  slowly".  Many  educators  are 
of  the  opinion  that:  all  teachers  should  be  included  in  any 

movement  to  improve  reporting  practices;  parents  should  be 
involved  in  arranging  for  any  change  in  reporting  methods; 
and  care  should  be  taken  that  the  proposed  method  of  report¬ 
ing  is  suited  to  the  community.  It  is  s ugge s te d tha t ,  unless 
there  is  common  understanding  of  reporting  systems  by  both 
parents  and  teachers,  there  cannot  be  efficient  communication 
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CHAPTER  III 


THE  DESIGN  OF  THE  STUDY 


The  investigation  sought  answers  to  three  specific 
questions: 

1.  What  information  do  parents  want  reported  about 

their  children? 

2.  Which  parental  characteristics  influence  what  parents 

want  to  know? 

30  How  do  parents  want  information  communicated  to  them 
regarding  their  children's  progress? 

In  general,  the  answers  were  obtained  by:  identifying 

the  important  dimensions  of  home-school  communication  as  per¬ 
ceived  by  the  parents;  translating  these  dimensions  into 
questionnaire  items;  designing  an  instrument  to  yield  data 
that  would  answer  the  above  questions;  and  administering  the 
instrument  to  a  selected  sample  of  the  population.  Specifi¬ 
cally,  the  design  of  the  study  was  as  follows. 


DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  INSTRUMENT 


To  identify  the  areas  about  which  parents  wanted  infor¬ 
mation  concerning  their  children,  and  to  determine  how  such 
information  could  be  transmitted  to  the  home,  a  series  of 

pilot  studies  were  conducted,  as  follows: 

1.  Fifteen  parents  of  children  in  the  Edmonton  Public 
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Schools  were  asked  in  a  series  of  personal  inter¬ 
views  the  simple  question,  "What  do  you  want  the 
schools  to  tell  you  when  reporting  about  your 
children?"  (See  Appendix  A). 

The  results  of  these  interviews  were  catego¬ 
rized  into  two  sections: 

a)  The  information  parents  wanted  reported.  This 
information  was  classified  into  seven  "Areas 
of  Concern".  These  were: 

(1)  Achievement.  How  well  is  my  child  learning 

skills  and  subject  matter? 

(2)  Directions  for  Improvement.  How  can  I  help 

my  child  to  do  better  work? 

(3)  General  Ability.  How  does  my  child’s  abi¬ 

lity  compare  with  that  of  other  children? 

(4)  Personality.  Is  my  child  happy  and  well- 

ad  j  us  ted? 

(5)  Social  Behavior.  Is  he  learning  to  get 

along  with  other  children  and  other 
adults? 

(6)  Special  Aptitudes.  Does  my  child  show 

special  interests  and  abilities  on  which 
we  can  base  plans  for  his  future? 

(7)  Health.  What  can  the  school  tell  me  about 

any  specific  health  problems  my  child  has? 
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b)  How  they  wanted  this  information  reported.  This 
was  broken  down  into  two  parts: 

(1)  Methods  by  means  of  which  the  seven  areas 

of  concern  would  be  reported  in  a  way 
that  would  be  meaningful  to  the  parent. 

(2)  Media  by  means  of  which  effective  two-way 

communication  would  be  established 
between  the  home  and  the  school. 

2.  To  identify  further  areas  and  sub-areas  of  concern 
and  to  gain  further  insight  as  to  how  this  infor¬ 
mation  should  be  reported,  a  second  group  of  twelve 
parents  were  asked  six  specific  questions  based  on 
the  results  of  the  first  pilot  study.  These  were: 

a)  Are  there  any  other  items  you  wish  the  school  to 

report  to  you? 

b)  Do  you  think  that  any  of  the  items  listed  should 

be  omitted  or  combined? 

c)  Do  you  think  any  of  these  items  should  be 

reworded  to  make  their  meaning  clearer? 

d)  How  should  the  school  report  each  item  to  you 

so  that  the  report  will  have  meaning  to  you? 

e)  By  what  means  would  you  like  the  school  to 

report  to  you? 

f)  How  often  would  you  like  to  receive  reports  from 
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The  results  of  these  interviews  were  used 
to  develop  the  first  instrument. 

3.  This  first  instrument  was  administered  to  the  execu¬ 

tive  committee  of  an  Edmonton  Home  and  School  Asso¬ 
ciation  to  test  the  instrument’s  efficiency.  Fol¬ 
lowing  the  presentation,  the  group  was  asked: 

a)  To  identify  those  items  that  needed  rewording 

to  improve  clarity  of  meaning. 

b)  To  indicate  any  additional  areas  of  concern 

that  should  be  included  in  the  instrument. 

4.  On  the  basis  of  the  above  interviews  and  discussions 

with  the  members  of  the  i nve s t i ga tor  0 s  thesis  com¬ 
mittee,  the  final  testing  instrument,  as  shown  in 
Appendix  B,  was  completed. 

II.  THE  INSTRUMENT 

The  instrument  took  the  form  of  a  structured  question¬ 
naire  that  could  be  administered  to  groups  of  respondents  with 
a  minimum  of  oral  explanation  or  direction. 

Section  I  of  the  questionnaire  solicited  information 
about  the  parent’s  occupation,  sex,  income,  education  com¬ 
pleted,  and  the  grade  or  grades  of  his  children.  To  preserve 
the  anonymity  of  the  respondent,  no  means  of  identification 
appeared  on  the  questionnaire. 

Section  II  was  used  to  obtain  the  respondent’s  opinions 
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on  the  relative  importance  of  the  areas  of  concern  in  report¬ 
ing.  This  section  consisted  of  the  seven  questions  that  those 
parents  who  had  participated  in  the  pilot  study  had  said  they 
would  like  answered.  The  respondent  was  asked  to  rank  these 
questions  in  order  of  importance,  giving  first  choice  to  the 
question  considered  most  important,  second  choice  to  the  next 
most  important,  and  so  down  to  the  seventh  choice.  The  res¬ 
pondents  were  asked  to  rank  all  items.  The  ranking  system 
has  the  advantage  of  determining  the  different  degrees  of 
importance  of  the  areas  of  concern,  but  has  the  disadvantage 
in  that  the  summaries  do  not  distinguish  between  positive  and 
negative  attitudes  toward  the  particular  items.  Where  one 
respondent  may  consider  all  items  important  and  rank  them 
accordingly,  another  may  give  an  item  a  relatively  low  rank 
because  of  lack  of  concern  about  it  or  a  negative  reaction  to 
it.  Consequently,  when  the  results  are  interpreted,  this 
point  should  be  kept  in  mind, 

Sections  III  and  IV  of  the  questionnaire  were  designed 
to  find  how  the  respondent  would  like  the  questions  listed  in 
Section  II  answered,  and  how  communication  should  be  esta¬ 
blished  between  the  home  and  the  school.  These  took  the  form 
of  multiple  choice  questions  in  which  respondents  were 
offered:  first,  alternatives  as  to  how  each  area  of  concern 

could  be  reported  meaningfully;  second,  alternatives  as  to 


the  media  in  which  communication  should  be  established.  Res- 
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pondents  were  to  check  one  alternative  in  each  question.  Ease 
of  marking  and  uniformity  of  interpretation  recommend  this 
type  of  question. 


III.  THE  SAMPLE 

The  questionnaire  was  administered  to  parents  in  atten¬ 
dance  at  general  meetings  of  the  Home  and  School  Associations 
in  selected  schools  during  the  months  of  March  and  April,  1961. 
The  schools  were  selected  within  areas  of  Edmonton  on  the 
basis  of  income  groups.  In  consultation  with  officials  of 
the  Edmonton  Public  School  Board,  the  investigator  chose 
schools  in  what  were  considered  to  be  high,  middle  and  low 
income  areas.  Care  was  taken  that  the  sample  might  be  repre¬ 
sentative  as  possible  of  the  variables  of  income,  occupation, 
sex,  grade  completed  by  the  parent,  and  the  grade  or  grades 
of  the  children.  A  sample  of  five  hundred  parents  was  con¬ 
sidered  adequate  to  represent  the  parent  population  of  the 
Edmonton  Public  Schools. 

It  was  recognized  that  this  sample  consisted  of  just 
those  parents  who  attend  Home  and  School  Association  meetings; 
but  it  was  also  recognized  that  those  were  the  respondents 
most  interested  in  our  schools  and  most  likely  to  respond  to 
any  questionnaire  on  education. 

Five  hundred  and  twelve  questionnaires  were  distri¬ 
buted.  Four  hundred  and  ninety-nine  were  returned,  of  which 
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four  hundred  and  eighty-two  were  completed.  Table  I  reports 
the  per  cent  of  response.  Ninety-eight  per  cent  of  the  ques¬ 
tionnaires  were  returned  for  analysis.  Ninety-four  per  cent 
were  completed  correctly. 


TABLE  I 

NUMBERS  AND  PERCENTAGES  OF  QUESTIONNAIRE  RESPONSES 


Classificati on 

Frequency 

Per  Cent 

Comp le  ted 

482 

94.2 

Discarded — errors  in  completion 

17 

3.3 

Lost 

13 

2.5 

Total 

5  12 

100.0 

As  shown  in  Table  II,  the  statistics  of  the  482  com¬ 
pleted  returns  were  compared  with  the  comparable  parameters 
of  the  population  of  Edmonton.  To  test  for  representative¬ 
ness,  sample  frequencies  were  compared  with  population  fre¬ 
quencies,  and  Chi  square  applied.  In  all  cases,  with  the 
exception  of  the  cell  entry,  "grade  of  children",  the  differ¬ 
ences  were  highly  significant  (o01  level).  This  latter  cate¬ 
gory  could  also  be  suspected  of  bias  in  that  the  analysis  of 
the  questionnaire  responses  considered  only  the  child  in  the 
family  who  was  in  the  highest  grade,  whereas  the  population 
entries  were  of  all  children  in  the  Edmonton  Public  Schools. 
Therefore,  it  may  be  concluded  that  the  sample  was  not  a  ran¬ 
dom  sample  of  the  population  of  Edmonton,  but  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  comprise  only  those  parents  who  were  in  attendance 
at  Home  and  School  meetings. 
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TABLE  II 

PERCENTAGE  OF  SAMPLE  AND  POPULATION  CHARACTERISTICS 
ACCORDING  TO  OCCUPATION,  SEX,  FAMILY  INCOME, 
EDUCATION  COMPLETED,  AND  GRADE  OF  CHILDREN 


A. 

Oc  cupa  t i on 

Samp  1 e 

Population 

1951  City  Census^ 

Professionals  and  proprietors 
of  large  businesses 

18c  2 

10.3 

Semi - pr of e s s i ona 1 s  and  smaller 
officials  of  large  businesses 

20.4 

9.6 

Clerks,  sales  and  kindred 
worker  s 

20.0 

2  7.7 

Skilled  workers 

16 . 8 

2  6  o  4 

Semi-skilled  and  unskilled 
worker  s 

24.6 

26 . 0 

B. 

Sex 

Samp  1 e 

Population 

1960  City  Census 

Ma  1  e 

32.4 

50.2 

Female 

6  7.6 

49  o  8 

C  . 

Family  Income 

Samp  1 e 

Population 

1958  Dominion  Returns 

Under  $3 , 000 

2 

8 

$3,000  to  $4,999 

36 

56 

$5,000  to  $7,999 

35 

26 

$8,000  to  $11,999 

19 

6 

Over  $12,000 

8 

4 

Dc 

Education  Completed 

Samp  1 e 

Population 

1951  Dominion  Census 

To  Grade  6 

1 

9 

Grade  7  to  12 

64 

79 

More  than  12  years  schooling 

35 

12 

E  . 

Grade  of  Children 

Sample 

32 

Popu 1  a  t i on 

1960  School  Census^ 

Grades  1  to  3 

32 

Grades  4  to  6 

3  1 

27 

Grades  7  to  9 

24 

25 

Grade  s  10  to  12 

13 

16 

aW . L o  Warner,  M.  Meeker,  and  K.  Eells,  Social  Class 
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Section  I  of  the  questionnaire  solicited  information 
about  the  parent’s  occupation,  sex,  income,  educational  back¬ 
ground,  and  the  grade  or  grades  of  his  children. 

Respondents  were  classified  in  five  broad  categories 
of  occupations,  based  on  Warner’s  classifications  of  occupa¬ 
tions  with  certain  modifications  (3,  pp. 134-5).  For  example, 
"Proprietors  of  small  businesses"  were  placed  with  "Clerks, 
sales  and  kindred  workers".  Because  very  few  members  of  our 
modern  society  in  urban  centres  can  be  classified  as  "Unskilled 
workers",  this  category  was  combined  with  "Semi-skilled 
workers".  The  categories  of  occupations  as  revised  are  shown 
below: 

1.  Professionals  and  proprietors  of  large  businesses. 

2.  Semi-professionals  and  smaller  officials  of  large 

bus i ne  sses. 

3.  Clerks,  sales  and  kindred  workers. 


_in  Amer i ca  (Gloucester:  Peter  Smith,  1957),  p.  134.  Wives 
not  working  were  assigned  the  occupational  status  of  their 
husbands . 

The  City  of  Edmonton,  Personnel  Department,  Genera  1 
and  Admini strative  Statistics  of  the  £lt£,  J.G.  Suski  (ed. ) , 
Edmonton,  1960. 

CDepartment  of  National  Revenue,  1960,  T  axa  t i on 
Statistics ,  Table  7,  1958  Taxation  Year. 

aFrom  correspondence  with  the  Edmonton  Public  School 
Board,  February,  1961.  These  were  attendance  figures  for 
October ,  1960. 
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4.  Skilled  workers. 

5.  Semi-skilled  workers  (including  protective  and 

service  workers)  and  unskilled  workers. 

For  purposes  of  comparison,  four  income  groups  were 
compiled.  These  were: 

1.  Those  whose  family  income  was  less  than  $5,000  per 

annumo 

2.  Those  whose  family  income  was  from  $5,000  to  $7,999 

per  annum. 

3.  Those  whose  family  income  was  from  $8,000  to  $11,999 

per  annum. 

4.  Those  whose  family  income  was  $12,000  or  more  per 

annum . 

Respondents  were  classified  in  five  categories  in 
terms  of  the  grade  completed  by  the  respondents.  They  were: 

1.  Those  who  completed  Grade  9  or  less. 

2.  Those  who  completed  Grades  10  or  11. 

3.  Those  who  completed  Grade  12. 

4.  Those  who  completed  Grade  12  and  had  taken  further 

training  in  business,  trade  school,  nursing,  etc. 

5.  Those  who  had  a  University  degree. 

The  decision  to  classify  respondents  in  terms  of  the 
highest  grade  of  their  children  in  school  was  made  on  the 
premise  that  the  length  of  time  the  children  had  been  in 
school  might  possibly  influence  what  parents  wanted  reported. 
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There  were  four  broad  categories  used.  They  were: 

1*  Primary  grades--Grade s  1  to  3. 

2.  Intermediate  grades — Grades  4  to  6. 

3.  Junior  high  school  grades — Grades  7  to  9« 

4.  Senior  high  school  grades — Grades  10  to  12. 

IV.  ANALYSIS  OF  DATA 

Ana  lysis  of  Data  Re  gar d i ng  Areas  of  Concern 

As  described  in  this  chapter.  Section  II  of  the  ques¬ 
tionnaire  was  used  to  obtain  the  respondents9  opinions  on  the 
relative  importance  of  the  areas  of  concern  in  reporting.  To 
determine  the  median  ranking  of  these  seven  areas  of  concern, 
numbers  one  to  seven  were  assigned  to  the  rankings  of  the  res¬ 
pondents,  their  first  choice  being  assigned  the  number  "one", 
their  second  choice  assigned  the  number  "two",  and  so  on  to 
number  "seven”.  A  frequency  distribution  for  each  area  was 
made  and  the  median  of  this  distribution  was  computed.  As 
shown  in  Table  III,  ranks  were  assigned  to  these  areas  of 
concern  in  accordance  with  the  relative  sizes  of  their  medians. 
The  medians  were  tested  for  significance  of  differences  by 
means  of  the  median  test  as  described  by  Siegel  (2,  pp. 111-16). 
To  determine  the  significance  of  difference  between  the  median 
rankings  of  two  areas  of  concern,  the  frequency  distributions 
of  these  two  areas  were  combined  and  the  median  for  the  com¬ 
bined  group  was  computed.  The  frequencies  above  and  below 
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the  combined  median  for  each  area  were  calculated  and  cast 
in  a  2x2  contingency  table.  To  determine  significance  of 
difference,  Chi  Square  corrected  for  continuity  was  used 
(2,  pp.111-16).  In  every  case,  the  .05  or  .01  level  of  sig¬ 
nificance  was  accepted. 

Whenever  the  areas  of  concern  were  tabulated  in  terms 
of  parental  characteristics  (see  Tables  IV  to  XXV),  the 
median  ranks  of  each  area  were  calculated  and  tested  for  sig¬ 
nificance  of  differences  between  groups.  In  all  cases,  the 
test  used  was  the  median  test  described  above. 

As  a  measure  of  variability,  the  interquartile  range, 
which  includes  approximately  the  middle  50  per  cent  of  the 
cases,  shown  as  the  statistic  Q,  was  computed.  A  large  value 
of  Q  indicates  considerable  disagreement;  a  small  value  of  Q 
indicates  relatively  high  agreement.  The  absolute  value  of 
Q  means  little  except  in  relation  to  the  Q  values  of  other 
areas  on  concern  of  other  groups. 

Nonpar ame tr i c  statistics  were  used  throughout  the 
analysis  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  The  sample  was  biased  and  could  not  be  considered 

representative  of  the  parent  population  of  Edmon¬ 
ton. 

2,  Equality  of  intervals  between  ranks  could  not  be 

assumed,  inasmuch  as  the  summaries  of  the  ranking 
of  the  reporting  areas  do  not  distinguish  between 
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positive  and  negative  attitudes  toward  the  parti¬ 
cular  items. 

Analysis  o  £  Data  Regard i ng  Me  thod  s  o  f  Reporting 

Sections  III  and  IV  of  the  questionnaire  were  designed 
to  find  out  how  parents  would  like  the  areas  of  concern 
reported  to  them  and  how  often  they  would  like  to  receive 
these  reports.  Respondents  were  asked  to  check  one  choice 
on  each  of  the  ten  multiple-choice  questions  in  these  sec¬ 
tions.  Each  question  was  considered  from  the  viewpoint  of 
frequency  of  choice.  The  personal  data  of  the  respondents 
were  structured  in  the  same  categories  as  described  in  the 
population  characteristics,  and  the  obtained  frequencies  com¬ 
pared  with  the  expected  frequencies  using  Chi  Square  as  des¬ 
cribed  in  Ferguson  (1,  p.167). 
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CHAPTER  IV 


FINDINGS:  AREAS  OF  CONCERN  TO  PARENTS 

This  chapter  presents  an  analysis  of  the  opinions  of 
parents  as  to  the  relative  importance  of  the  different  areas 
of  concern — matters  about  which  they  wanted  information — 
and  how  the  parental  characteristics  as  outlined  in  Chapter 
III  affected  these  opinions, 

I,  COMPARISON  OF  THE  RANKING  OF  THE 
AREAS  OF  CONCERN  TO  PARENTS 

As  is  shown  in  Table  III,  both  the  median  ranks  and 
Q  scores  indicate  that  there  was  agreement  among  the  parents 
of  children  in  the  Edmonton  Public  Schools  that  Achievement 
was  the  most  important  area  and  Health  the  least  important 
area  to  be  reported.  Respondents  showed  greater  disagreement 
in  ranking  the  other  areas,  particularly  General  Ability  and 
Personality.  The  three  areas  in  which  parents  indicated  most 
interest  involve  academic  achievement. 

Considerable  disagreement  was  shown  in  regard  to  the 
actual  ranking  of  all  areas  of  concern  in  reporting. 

Although  43  per  cent  of  the  respondents  ranked  Achievement 
first,  and  46  per  cent  of  the  respondents  ranked  Health 
seventh,  all  areas  received  a  number  of  first  choices  and  a 


number  of  seventh  choices 
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TABLE  III 

MEDIAN  RANKS  OF  RESPONDENTS  ON  THE  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  AREAS  OF  CONCERN 


Areas  of  Concern 

N  = 

482 

Me  d .  3 

Q 

Achievement.  How  well  is  my  child  learning 

skills  and  subject  matter?  ......... 

1 .81 

1 .  13 

Directions  for  Improvement.  How  can  I  help 

my  child  to  do  better  work?  ........ 

3 . 48b 

1.47 

General  Ability.  How  does  my  childas  abi¬ 
lity  compare  with  that  of  other  children?  . 

3 .5  lb 

1.93 

Personality.  Is  my  child  happy  and  well- 

adjusted?  . .  .  .  .  .  . 

4.03° 

1.62 

Social  Behavior.  Is  he  learning  to  get 

along  with  other  children  and  other 
adults?  o  .  o  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  o  .  .  .  .  . 

4.  1 9  C 

1.21 

Special  Aptitudes.  Does  my  child  show 

special  interests  and  abilities  on  which 
we  can  base  plans  for  his  future?  ..... 

4.67 

1.57 

Health.  What  can  the  school  tell  me  about 
any  specific  health  problems  my  child  has?  . 

6.30 

1.11 

Average  Q 

1.43 

The  difference  between  medians  represents  a  statis¬ 
tically  significant  difference  at  the  .01  level  with  the 
exception  of  those  footnoted  b  and  c. 

bThe  average  Q  is  the  mean  of  the  Q  scores  listed  in 
the  table. 
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COMPARISON  OF  AREAS  OF  CONCERN  BY  SEX 


Table  IV  indicates  that  there  were  no  significant  dif¬ 
ferences  in  the  opinions  of  the  Male  and  Female  parents  as  to 
the  relative  importance  of  the  areas  of  concern. 

TABLE  IV 

MEDIAN  RANKS  OF  MALE  AND  FEMALE  RESPONDENTS  ON 
THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  REPORTING  AREAS  OF  CONCERN3 


Areas  of  Concern 

F  ema 1 e 

Ma  1  e 

N  =  324 

N  =  155 

Med  . 

Q 

Med . 

Q 

Achievement  ... 

• 

• 

•  •  • 

1.63 

1.01 

2.  16 

1.  13 

Directions  for  Improvement. 

3.49 

1 .28 

3.46 

1 .24 

General  Ability  . 

. 

• 

•  O  • 

3 . 72 

1 . 93 

3.00 

1.37 

Personality  .  .  . 

• 

o 

•  90 

3  o  88 

1.76 

4.36 

1.40 

Social  Behavior  . 

o 

• 

•  •  O 

4.26 

1 .  14 

3.98 

1.37 

Special  Aptitudes 

• 

• 

o  •  a 

4.57 

1.53 

4.86 

1.64 

Hea 1th  ..... 

• 

o 

o  •  • 

6.40 

1.  10 

6  .  14 

1.17 

Average  Q 

1.39 

1 .36 

aNone  of  the  differences  in  median  rank  between  sexes 
were  signif icanto 


Both  sexes  indicated  relatively  high  agreement  as  to 
their  ranking  of  Achievement  and  Health  as  the  most  important 
and  the  least  important  areas,  respectively.  However,  it  is 
interesting  to  note  again  that  all  areas  received  some  first 
choices  and  some  seventh  choices. 

There  was  relatively  high  disagreement  in  the  ranking 
of  the  other  five  areas  of  concern.  The  Q  scores  in  the  above 
table  indicate  that  there  was  greatest  disagreement  among  the 
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Females  in  their  rankings  of  General  Ability  and  Personality, 
and  they  appeared  to  be  less  consistent  in  their  ranking  in 
these  areas  than  were  the  Males. 

III.  COMPARISON  OF  AREAS  OF  CONCERN 
OF  OCCUPATIONAL  GROUPS 

As  described  in  Chapter  III,  the  respondents  were 
classified  according  to  occupations  and  placed  in  one  of  the 
five  following  categories:  Professionals  and  proprietors  of 

large  businesses.  Semi- prof e s s i ona 1 s  and  smaller  officials  of 
large  businesses.  Clerks  and  kindred  workers.  Skilled  workers. 
Semi-skilled  workers  and  unskilled  workers. 

Ach i e vemen  t 

Achievement  was  considered  by  all  occupational  groups 
to  be  the  most  important  area  about  which  they  wanted  infor¬ 
mation.  As  is  shown  in  Table  V,  both  the  median  rank  and  the 
Q  score  of  the  Professional  workers  appear  to  indicate  that 
this  group  was  more  in  agreement  and  considered  this  area  of 
greater  importance  than  did  the  other  groups. 

Directi ons  for  Improvement 

In  comparing  the  emphases  placed  on  Directions  for 
Improvement,  the  Semi-professional  workers  showed  relatively 
high  agreement  in  considering  this  area  of  concern  signifi¬ 
cantly  more  important  than  did  the  other  occupational  groups. 
As  is  indicated  in  Table  VI,  although  the  median  rank  of  the 
Professional  workers  is  not  significantly  different  from  that 
of  the  Clerks  and  kindred  workers,  the  Skilled  workers  and 
Semi-skilled  workers,  the  Professional  and  Semi-professional 
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TABLE  V 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 
OCCUPATIONAL  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  ACHIEVEMENT 


Occupations3  N 

Me  d  o 

Q  A 

B  C 

D 

E 

A  (Prof .).....  87 

1.37 

0.68 

,  05  NS 

NS 

NS 

B  (Semi-prof.)  0  .  98 

2  0  03 

1.  10 

NS 

NS 

NS 

C  (Clerks,  etc.)  .  96 

1.93 

1.44 

NS 

NS 

D  (Skilled).  ...  80 

1.91 

1.11 

NS 

E  (Semi-skilled)  „  118 

1 .98 

1,31 

Average  Q 

1.  13 

aThe  occupational 

groups 

are  indicated  on  the 

table  as 

follows:  Professional  workers  by  "AM ,  Semi 

-professi 

onal  workers 

by  *' B"  ,  Clerks  and  kindred  workers  by  "C", 

Skilled  workers  by 

"DM,  Semi-skilled  and  unskilled 

workers  by 

"E”  . 

NOTE:  This  table 

shoul d 

be  read  as 

f  o 1 lows : 

A1 though 

all  occupational  groups 

considered  Achievement  as  most  impor- 

tant,  the  only  significant  difference  was  between  Profes- 

sional  and  Semi-professional  workers. 

TABLE 

VI 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS 

OF  VARIOUS 

OCCUPATIONAL 

GROUPS  ON 

IMPORTANCE  OF  REPORTING 

DIRECTIONS  FOR 

IMPROVE MENT 

Occupations 

N 

Med . 

Q 

A 

B  C 

D 

E 

A 

(Prof • )  •  o  o  o 

87 

3.53 

1,07 

.  05  NS 

NS 

NS 

B 

( S  emi- pr of . ) .  . 

98 

2 . 98 

1 .09 

.  05 

,  05 

.05 

C 

(Clerks ,  etc.  )  . 

96 

3  „  82 

1,33 

NS 

NS 

D 

(Skilled  ,  .  . 

80 

3.63 

1.41 

NS 

E 

(Semi-skilled)  , 

118 

3,68 

1.42 

Av  e  r  a  g  e  Q 

1.26 
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were  most  in  agreement  as  to  the  relatively  high  importance 
of  Directions  for  Improvement. 

General  Ab i 1 i ty 

The  noteworthy  feature  of  Table  VII  is  that  the  Pro¬ 
fessionals  considered  this  area  significantly  more  important 
than  did  the  other  groups  and  showed  greater  agreement  within 
their  group  as  to  ranking  this  area.  With  the  exception  of 
the  Professional  workers,  there  was  greater  disagreement  within 
groups  as  to  the  ranking  of  General  Ability  than  any  of  the 
other  areas  of  concern. 

TABLE  VII 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 
OCCUPATIONAL  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  GENERAL  ABILITY 


0  c  c  up  a  t i ons 

N 

Med . 

Q 

A 

B  C 

D 

E 

A 

(  P  IT  O  f  «  )  o  •  e  o  o 

87 

2.34 

1.  10 

.05  .01 

.01 

.01 

B 

( Semi-prof  0  )  .  . 

98 

3.59 

2.06 

NS 

NS 

NS 

C 

(Clerks,  etc.).  . 

96 

4.19 

1.76 

NS 

NS 

D 

(Skilled)  .  .  o  . 

80 

3.81 

2  o  0  0 

NS 

E 

(Semi-skilled).  . 

118 

3.70 

2.13 

Av  e  r  a  g  e  Q 

1.81 

Personality 

The  most  important  finding  shown  in  Table  VIII  is  that 
the  groups  of  lower  occupational  status  considered  personality 
of  significantly  greater  importance  than  did  those  groups  of 
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higher  occupational  status.  As  illustrated  in  this  table, 
Clerks  and  kindred  workers.  Skilled  workers  and  Semi-skilled 
workers  placed  significantly  more  emphasis  on  Personality 
than  did  the  Professional  or  Semi-professional  workers.  How¬ 
ever,  these  latter  two  groups  were  more  in  agreement  in  their 
rankings  of  this  area  of  concern  than  were  the  other  groups. 

TABLE  VIII 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 
OCCUPATIONAL  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  PERSONALITY 


Occupa  t i ons 

N 

Me  d . 

Q  A 

B  C 

D 

E 

A 

(Prof.).  .  o  .  . 

87 

4.79 

1.  18 

NS  .01 

.01 

.01 

B 

( Semi-prof . )  °  . 

98 

4.62 

1 .  18 

.01 

.01 

.01 

C 

(Clerks,  etc.)  . 

96 

3 . 25 

1.75 

NS 

NS 

D 

(Ski  1  led)  .... 

80 

3 .32 

1.71 

NS 

E 

(Semi-skilled)  . 

118 

3.60 

1.44 

Av  e  r  a  g  e  Q 

1.45 

Social  Behav i or 

Table  IX  indicates  that  the  Clerks  and  kindred  workers 
considered  Social  Behavior  to  be  significantly  more  important 
than  did  the  Professional  or  Semi-professional  workers.  The 
Semi-skilled  and  Unskilled  workers  showed  most  disagreement 
within  their  groups  as  to  where  this  area  should  be  ranked. 

It  would  appear  that  those  whose  occupations  brought  them 
directly  in  contact  with  the  public  considered  this  area  to 
be  a  more  important  reporting  item  than  did  the  other  occu¬ 
pational  groups. 
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TABLE  IX 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 
OCCUPATIONSL  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  SOCIAL  BEHAVIOR 


0  c  c  upa  t i ons 

N 

Me  d . 

Q 

ABC 

D 

E 

A  (Prof.).  .  .  o  . 

87 

4.56 

lo  10 

NS  .  05 

NS 

NS 

B  (Semi-prof.)  .  . 

98 

4  o  44 

1  o  26 

.  05 

NS 

NS 

C  (Clerks,  etc.)  • 

96 

3.70 

1.  15 

NS 

NS 

D  (Skilled)  .  .  . 

80 

4  o  3  2 

1.15 

NS 

E  (Semi-skilled)  . 

118 

4 o  04 

1.47 

Average  Q 

1.25 

Special  Aptitudes 

As  i s  shown 

in  Table  X, 

the  Semi-professional 

workers 

considered  Special 

Aptitudes  to 

be  significantly  more  impor- 

tant  than  did  the 

Clerks 

and  kindred 

workers  or  the 

Skilled 

worker  s . 

TABLE  X 

MEDIAN 

RANK 

OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 

OCCUPATIONAL  GROUPS  ON 

IMPORTANCE 

OF 

REPORTING  SPECIAL  . 

APTITUDES 

Occupati ons 

N 

Med. 

Q 

ABC 

D 

E 

A  (Prof  o ) •  •  •  o  • 

87 

4.34 

1.40 

NS  NS 

NS 

NS 

B  (Semi-prof.)  .  . 

98 

4.00 

1.42 

.05 

.01 

NS 

C  (Clerks,  etc.)  o 

96 

5  o  08 

1.72 

NS 

NS 

D  ( Skilled).  .  »  . 

80 

5.50 

1  o  5  3 

NS 

E  (Semi-skilled)  . 

118 

4 o  89 

1.48 

Average  Q 

1.5  1 
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If  the  professional  end  of  the  scale  is  referred  to 
as  "high",  it  would  appear  that  the  respondents  of  higher 
occupational  status  considered  Special  Aptitudes  more  impor¬ 
tant  than  did  the  respondents  of  lower  occupational  status. 

All  groups  showed  a  level  of  disagreement  within  groups  as 
to  where  this  area  of  concern  should  be  ranked. 

Health 

According  to  the  data  in  Table  XI,  the  three  lower 
groups  in  occupational  status  showed  significantly  more  interest 
in  this  area  as  a  reporting  item  than  did  the  Professional  or 
Semi-professional  workers.  The  two  higher  groups  not  only 
placed  less  emphasis  on  this  area  of  concern,  but  also  showed 
relatively  high  agreement  in  their  ranking  within  their  groups. 
The  Professional  workers  gave  no  first  or  second  choices  to 
Health  as  an  area  which  they  wanted  reported. 

TABLE  XI 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 
OCCUPATIONAL  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  HEALTH 


Occupations 

N 

Med . 

Q  A 

B  C 

D 

E 

A 

(Prof.).  .  .  .  . 

87 

6 . 80 

o  48 

NS  .01 

.01 

.01 

B 

( Semi-prof  . )  .  . 

98 

6.68 

.  75 

.01 

.01 

.01 

C 

(Clerks,  etc.)  . 

96 

5  o  96 

1 .26 

NS 

NS 

D 

(Skilled)  .  .  . 

80 

5  o  75 

1.47 

NS 

E 

(Semi-skilled)  . 

118 

5.65 

1.36 

Average  Q 

1.06 
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I t  woul d  appear  that  parents  of  various  occupations 
had  differing  expectations  of  what  should  be  reported  to  them. 
As  has  been  previously  noted,  all  groups  were  most  interested 
in  Achievement  and  least  interested  in  Health,  and  showed 
greatest  agreement  in  their  ranking  of  these  two  areas.  It 
is  of  further  interest  that  the  higher  the  occupational  sta¬ 
tus  the  more  concern  was  shown  in  receiving  a  report  on 
Achievement  and  less  in  receiving  a  report  on  Health.  There 
was  greatest  disagreement  where  General  Ability  should  be 
ranked.  Although  there  was  relatively  high  disagreement  as 
to  the  importance  attached  to  Personality,  the  groups  of 
lower  occupational  status  showed  significantly  greater  inter¬ 
est  in  receiving  a  report  on  this  area. 

IV.  COMPARISON  OF  AREAS  OF  CONCERN 
OF  INCOME  GROUPS 

For  purposes  of  comparison,  four  income  groups  were 
compiled.  These  were  based  on  the  total  annual  income  of  the 
family,  namely:  less  than  $5,000  per  annum,  between  $5,000  and 
$7,999  per  annum,  between  $8,000  and  $11,999  per  annum,  and 
over  $12,000  per  annum. 

Ach i evemen t 

As  is  indicated  in  Table  XII,  all  income  groups  con¬ 
sidered  Achievement  the  most  important  reporting  item.  Although 
there  was  no  significant  difference  between  the  median  ranks, 
the  higher  income  groups  tended  to  rank  this  area  of  greater 
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importance  than  did  the  lower  i ncome  groups* 


TABLE  XII 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 
INCOME  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE  OF 
REPORTING  ACHIEVEMENT 


Inc  omea 

N 

Med  . 

Q 

F 

G 

H 

I 

F  (under  5,000). 

.  177 

1.90 

1 .22 

NS 

NS 

NS 

G  (5,000-7,999).  . 

.  171 

1.89 

1.11 

NS 

NS 

H  (8,000-11,999)  . 

.  92 

1.48 

1.  13 

NS 

I  ( over  12,000).  . 

.  39 

1  *  5  6 

1.42 

Average  Q 


1.22 


The  income  groups  are  indicated  on  the  table  as 
follows:  Those  whose  family  income  is  less  than  $5,000  per 

annum  by  "F",  between  $5,000  and  $7,999  by  "G" ,  between 
$8,000  and  $11,999  by  ,,H"  ,  and  over  $12,000  by  ”  I"  . 


Directions  for  Improvement 

Table  XIII  shows  a  similar  pattern  to  that  in  Table 
XII.  All  income  groups  considered  this  area  to  be  of  rela¬ 
tively  high  importance*  There  were  no  significant  differences 
between  the  median  ranks,  and  yet  the  higher  income  groups 
appeared  more  interested  in  this  area  than  were  the  lower 
income  groups  and  showed  relatively  less  disagreement  in 
their  ranking  of  Directions  for  Improvement  than  did  the 
lower  income  groups. 


Genera  1  Ab i 1 i ty 

As  is  indicated  in  Table  XIV,  it  was  in  this  area  that 
groups  showed  the  greatest  disagreement  in  ranking. 
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TABLE  XIII 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS  INCOME 
GROUPS  ON  INPORTANCE  OF  REPORTING 
DIRECTIONS  FOR  IMPROVEMENT 


Income 

N 

Med.  Q  F 

G 

H 

I 

F  (under  5,000).  .  . 

177 

3.87  1.42 

NS 

NS 

NS 

G  (5,000-7,999).  .  . 

171 

3.47  1.33 

NS 

NS 

H  (8,000-11,999)  .  . 

92 

3.31  .84 

NS 

I  (over  12,000).  .  . 

39 

3.05  1.05 

Average  Q 

1 .  16 

TABLE  XIV 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF 

RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 

INCOME  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE 

OF 

REPORTING 

GENERAL  ABILITY 

Income 

N 

Med.  Q  F 

G 

H 

I 

F  (under  5,000).  .  . 

177 

4.04  2.03 

NS 

.01 

.01 

G  (5 , 000- 7,999) .  .  . 

171 

3.65  1.98 

NS 

NS 

H  (8,000-11,999)  o  . 

92 

2.71  1.53 

NS 

I  (over  12,000).  .  . 

39 

2.48  1.20 

Average  Q 

1.69 

' 

The  respondents  whose  family  income  was  $8,000  or  more 

considered  General  Ability 

to  be  significantly  more  important 

than  did  those  whose 

f  ami ly 

income  was  less 

than 

$5 , 00C 

)  per 

annum.  The  lower  income  group  expressed  relatively  high  dis- 

agreement  within  the 

group 

as  to  the  ranking  of 

this  area  of 

c  oncern . 
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Personality 

Respondents  whose  family  income  was  less  than  $8,000 
per  annum  were  of  the  opinion  that  this  area  was  more  impor¬ 
tant  than  were  those  whose  income  was  between  $8,000  and 
$11,999.  This  is  shown  in  Table  XV.  Those  respondents  whose 
income  was  more  than  $12,000  appeared  to  consider  this  area 
of  relatively  low  importance,  but  also  indicated  relatively 
high  disagreement  within  their  group  where  this  area  should 
be  ranked. 


TABLE  XV 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 
INCOME  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE  OF 
REPORTING  PERSONALITY 


Income 

N 

Med. 

Q  F 

G 

H 

I 

F  (under  5,000).  . 

.  177 

3.67 

1.38 

NS 

O  01 

NS 

G  (5,000-7,999).  . 

.  171 

3  o  80 

1  o  0  7 

0  01 

NS 

H  (8,000-11,999)  . 

.  92 

5.33 

1.25 

NS 

I  ( over  12,000)o  . 

.  39 

4 o  42 

1.53 

Average  Q 

1.31 

Social  Behav i or 

The  data  in  Table  XVI  indicates  that  those  respondents 
with  lower  family  incomes  placed  significantly  more  emphasis 
on  Social  Behavior.  Those  respondents  whose  family  income  was 
more  than  $12,000  per  annum  considered  this  area  to  be  less 
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important  than  did  the  other  income  groups,  and  showed  a 
higher  level  of  agreement  in  their  ra takings. 
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TABLE  XVI 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 
INCOME  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE  OF 
REPORTING  SOCIAL  BEHAVIOR 


Income 

N 

Med . 

Q 

F 

G 

H 

I 

F  (under  5,000).  . 

o  177 

4.00 

1.23 

NS 

NS 

.01 

G  (5,000-7,999).  . 

.  171 

4.08 

1.15 

NS 

.01 

H  (8,000-11,999)  . 

.  92 

4.14 

1 .22 

.01 

I  (over  12,000).  . 

.  39 

5.06 

.59 

Average  Q 

1.05 

Special  Ap t i tude  s 

As  is  shown  on  Table  XVII,  respondents  whose  family 
income  was  from  $8,000  to  $11,999  believed  that  Special  Apti¬ 
tudes  was  a  more  important  reporting  item  than  did  those 
whose  family  income  was  from  $5,000  to  $7,999o  Again,  it  will 
be  noted  there  were  mixed  opinions  as  to  the  ranking  of  this 
area  with  a  trend  to  higher  income  groups  placing  greater 
stress  on  Special  Aptitudes  than  did  those  of  lower  incomes. 

Hea 1th 

Health  was  considered  by  all  groups  to  be  of  relatively 
low  importance  as  a  reporting  item.  However,  as  shown  in  Table 
XVIII,  these  respondents  with  lower  incomes  considered  this 
area  of  concern  more  important  than  did  those  of  higher 
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incomes.  Those  whose  family  income  was  less  than  $5,000  per 
annum  indicated  this  area  as  being  significantly  more  impor¬ 
tant  than  did  those  whose  income  was  more  than  $8,000  per 
annum.  On  the  other  hand,  there  was  greater  disagreement 
regarding  the  importance  of  this  area  among  the  lower  income 
groups. 


TABLE  XVII 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 
INCOME  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE  OF 
REPORTING  SPECIAL  APTITUDES 


Income 

N 

Me  d . 

Q  F 

G 

H 

I 

F  (under  5,000).  . 

.  177 

4.70 

1.  14 

NS 

NS 

NS 

G  (5,000-7,999).  . 

.  171 

5.19 

1.52 

.01 

NS 

H  (8,000-11,999)  . 

.  92 

4.11 

1.52 

NS 

I  (over  12 , 000) .  . 

.  39 

4.43 

1.38 

Average  Q 

1.39 

TABLE  XVIII 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  OF  VARIOUS 

INCOME  GROUPS  ON  IMPORTANCE  OF 

REPORTING  HEALTH 

Inc  ome 

N 

Med  . 

Q  F 

G 

H 

I 

F  (under  5,000).  . 

.  177 

5.66 

1.42 

NS 

.01 

.01 

G  (5,000-7,999).  . 

o  17  1 

6.05 

1.  13 

.01 

NS 

H  (8,000-11,999)  . 

.  92 

6.81 

.38 

NS 

I  (over  12,000).  . 

.  39 

6.42 

.37 

Average  Q 

.  83 
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The  expectations  of  the  parents  regarding  reporting 
varied  with  theix*  economic  status.  Achievement  was  considered 
as  the  most  important  area  of  reporting,  Health  the  least  impor¬ 
tant.  Opinions  differed  as  to  where  the  other  areas  of  con¬ 
cern  should  be  ranked.  The  higher  income  groups  indicated  that 
they  considered  Achievement  to  be  of  greater  importance  and 
Health  to  be  of  less  importance  than  did  the  lower  income 
groups.  The  higher  income  groups  were  more  concerned  with 
receiving  reports  on  General  Ability  and  less  concerned  with 
receiving  reports  on  Personality  than  were  the  lower  income 
groups . 


V.  COMPARISON  OF  AREAS  OF  CONCERN  IN  TERMS 
OF  SCHOOLING  COMPLETED  BY  RESPONDENTS 

As  described  in  Chapter  III,  five  categories  based  on 
years  of  schooling  were  used  for  purposes  of  comparison. 

Ach i evement 

Achievement  was  considered  most  important  by  all  groups. 
However,  as  is  indicated  in  Table  XIX,  respondents  with  higher 
than  Grade  12  level  of  education  placed  significantly  more 
emphasis  on  this  area  than  did  those  who  had  completed  Grade 
11  or  less.  As  the  level  of  education  increased,  there 
appeared  to  be  more  interest  in  Achievement  and  a  higher  level 
of  agreement  within  groups  as  to  the  ranking  of  this  area  of 
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TABLE  XIX 


MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  WITH  VARIOUS 
AMOUNTS  OF  SCHOOLING  ON  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  ACHIEVEMENT 


Education3 

N 

Med . 

Q  o 

K 

L 

M 

N 

J  ( be  1 ow  Gr  o  10)  . 

101 

2.48 

1  o  5  4 

NS 

NS 

0  01 

.01 

K  (Gr o  10-11)  .  ... 

119 

2.05 

1,  12 

NS 

o01 

.01 

L  (Gr.  12)  .  .  .  . 

77 

1 .87 

1 .38 

NS 

NS 

M  (over  Gr.  12).  . 

122 

1.38 

.  80 

NS 

N  (University)  .  • 

60 

1.31 

.6  1 

Average  Q 

1.09 

aThe  educational  backgrounds  of  the  parents  are  indi¬ 
cated  on  the  table  as  follows:  Those  who  had  completed  Grade 

9  or  less  by  "J";  those  who  had  completed  Grade  10  or  11  by 
"K"  ;  those  who  had  completed  Grade  12  by  " L"  ;  those  who  had 
taken  further  training  in  special  schools  such  as  nursing  and 
business  after  finishing  Grade  12  by  "M”  ;  those  who  had  at 
least  one  university  degree  by  "N". 


Directions  for  Improvement 

As  shown  in  Table  XX,  all  groups  considered  Directions 
for  Improvement  to  rank  high  in  importance  as  a  reporting  item. 


General  Ability 

Table  XXI  compares  the  median  rank  of  General  Ability 
as  perceived  by  groups  with  different  levels  of  education. 

Those  with  higher  than  Grade  12  level  of  education  felt  that 
more  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  reporting  this  item  than  did 
those  who  had  completed  Grade  11  or  less<>  It  would  appear  that 
there  was  an  increasing  interest  in  this  area  as  the  level  of 
education  increased,  but  that  there  was  also  a  wide  distribution 
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of  opinions  as  to  the  importance  of  this  area  of  concern 


TABLE  XX 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  WITH  VARIOUS 
AMOUNTS  OF  SCHOOLING  ON  IMPORTANCE  OF 
REPORTING  DIRECTIONS  FOR  IMPROVEMENT 


Education 

N 

Med. 

Q  J 

K 

L 

M 

N 

J 

( be  1 ow  Gr .  10)  . 

101 

3.63 

1.43 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

K 

(Gr .  10  -  11)  .  . 

119 

3.65 

.  95 

NS 

NS 

NS 

L 

(Gr.  12)  .  .  .  . 

77 

3.55 

1.69 

NS 

NS 

M 

( over  Gr .  12 ) .  . 

122 

3.39 

1.06 

NS 

N 

( Univer s i ty )  .  . 

60 

3.28 

1.02 

Average  Q 


1 .23 


TABLE  XXI 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  WITH  VARIOUS 
AMOUNTS  OF  SCHOOLING  ON  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  GENERAL  ABILITY 


Educa ti on 

N 

Med  . 

Q  J 

K 

L 

M 

N 

J  ( be  1 ow  Gr .  10)  . 

101 

4.00 

1 .  76 

NS 

NS 

.01 

.01 

K  (Gr .  10  -  11)  .  . 

119 

3 . 95 

2.08 

NS 

.01 

.01 

L  (Gr.  12)  .  .  .  . 

77 

3.43 

1 . 93 

NS 

NS 

M  ( over  Gr .  12).  . 

122 

3  .  10 

2.01 

NS 

N  (University)  .  . 

60 

2.  72 

1.26 

Av  e  r  a  g  e  Q 


1.81 


P  er  s  ona 1 i ty 

The  most  important  inference  to  be  made  from  Table 


XXII  is  that  those  respondents  who  had  less  than  a  university 
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level  of  education  considered  Personality  more  important 
than  did  those  with  a  university  degree.  The  respondents 
with  Grade  10  or  11  level  of  education  thought  that  more 
stress  should  be  placed  on  this  area  than  did  those  with 
higher  than  a  Grade  12  level  of  education.  However,  it  will 
be  noted  that  those  respondents  with  less  than  Grade  12  level 
of  education  showed  relatively  high  disagreement  within  their 
groups  as  to  the  ranking  of  Personality. 

TABLE  XXII 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  WITH  VARIOUS 
AMOUNTS  OF  SCHOOLING  ON  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  PERSONALITY 


Educa t i on 

N 

Me  d . 

Q  J 

K 

L 

M 

N 

J  (be  low  Gr .  10)  . 

101 

3.38 

1.83 

NS 

NS 

NS 

.01 

K  (Gr .  10  -  11)  .  . 

119 

3.21 

1.87 

NS 

.  05 

.01 

L  (Gr.  12)  .... 

77 

4.00 

1.27 

NS 

.01 

M  ( over  Gr .  12 )  .  . 

122 

4.26 

1.43 

.  05 

N  (University)  .  . 

60 

5.07 

.89 

Average  Q 

1.46 

Social  Behav i or 

As  indicated  in  Table  XXIII,  respondents  with  Grade  12 
level  of  education  considered  Social  Behavior  of  greater 
importance  than  did  those  with  a  university  degree.  With 
this  one  exception,  there  were  no  significant  differences 
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between  the  median  ranks  of  the  various  groups. 


TABLE  XXIII 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  WITH  VARIOUS 
AMOUNTS  OF  SCHOOLING  ON  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  SOCIAL  BEHAVIOR 


E  duca  t i on 

N 

Med . 

Q  3 

K 

L 

M 

N 

J  (be  low  Gr  o  10 )  . 

101 

4.18 

1.36 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

K  (Gr .  10  -  11)  .  . 

119 

4.08 

1.20 

NS 

NS 

NS 

L  (Gr.  12)  .  o  .  . 

77 

3.86 

1.09 

NS 

.01 

M  ( over  Gr .  12 )  .  . 

122 

4.35 

1.25 

NS 

N  (University)  .  . 

60 

4.60 

.93 

Average  Q 

1.17 

Special  Ap t i tude s 

The  Q  scores  in  Table  XXIV  indicate  that  there  was 
relatively  high  disagreement  within  all  groups  as  to  the 
ranking  of  this  area.  No  group  was  significantly  different 
from  the  other  groups  in  regard  to  their  estimation  of  the 
importance  of  this  area. 


Health 


Table  XXV  indicates  that  respondents  with  less  than 
Grade  10  level  of  education  considered  Health  more  important 
than  did  the  other  groups. 
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TABLE  XXIV 

MEDIAN  RANK  OF  RESPONDENTS  WITH  VARIOUS 
AMOUNTS  OF  SCHOOLING  ON  IMPORTANCE 
OF  REPORTING  SPECIAL  APTITUDES 


Education 

N 

Med  . 

Q 

J 

K  L 

M 

N 

J  ( be  1 ow  Gr .  10) 

.  101 

5  .  15 

1.63 

NS  NS 

NS 

NS 

K  (Gr.  10  -  11)  . 

.  119 

4.84 

1.5  1 

NS 

NS 

NS 

L  (Gr.  12)  .  .  . 

77 

5.11 

1.58 

NS 

NS 

M  (over  Gr .  12). 

122 

4.50 

1  o  47 

NS 

N  (University)  . 

60 

3 . 92 

1.33 

Average  Q 

1.50 

TABLE 

XXV 

MEDIAN 

RANK  OF 

RESPONDENTS 

WITH 

VARIOUS 

AMOUNTS  OF 

SCHOOLING  ON 

IMPORTANCE 

OF  REPORTING  HEALTH 

E  duca  t ion 

N 

Med  . 

Q  J 

K  L 

M 

N 

J  (below  Gr.  10)  . 

101 

4.93 

1.66 

.05  .01 

.01 

.01 

K  (Gr o  10  -  11)  .  . 

119 

6.24 

1.  16 

NS 

NS 

NS 

L  (Gr.  12)  .  .  .  . 

77 

6.34 

1  o  02 

NS 

NS 

M  ( over  Gr.  12 )  „  . 

122 

6.62 

o  70 

NS 

N  (University)  .  . 

60 

6 . 75 

.54 

Average  Q 

1.02 

Although  there  were  no  statistically  significant  dif¬ 
ferences  among  the  medians  of  those  groups  with  an  educational 
level  higher  than  Grade  9,  there  was  a  tendency  for  the 
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emphasis  on  Health  to  decrease  as  the  educational  level 
increased.  Those  with  a  university  education  gave  no  first 
or  second  choices  to  Health.  The  Q  scores  indicate  that 
those  who  had  higher  than  Grade  12  level  of  education  were 
more  in  agreement  as  to  the  ranking  of  this  area  than  were 
the  other  groups. 

There  was  a  relationship  between  the  level  of  education 
of  the  respondents  and  their  expectations  of  what  should  be 
reported.  Although  all  groups  showed  greatest  agreement  that 
Achievement  was  the  most  important  area  of  concern  and  Health 
the  least  important,  a  pattern  appeared  that  indicated  that 
there  was  increasing  emphasis  on  Achievement  and  decreasing 
emphasis  on  Health  as  the  educational  level  increased.  There 
were  mixed  opinions  as  to  the  ranking  of  the  other  areas  of 
concern,  with  most  disagreement  within  groups  regarding  the 
importance  of  General  Ability.  However,  it  will  be  noted 
that  the  respondents  in  the  higher  levels  of  education  were 
more  interested  in  a  report  on  this  area  than  were  those  res¬ 
pondents  in  the  lower  levels  of  education.  Conversely,  they 
were  less  interested  in  a  report  on  Personality  than  were  the 
respondents  with  less  than  a  Grade  12  level  of  education. 

All  groups  considered  Directions  for  Improvement  to  be  of 
relatively  high  importance. 
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VI.  COMPARISON  OF  THE  AREAS  OF  CONCERN 
BY  GRADE  OF  CHILDREN 

Respondents  were  classified  on  the  basis  of  the  high¬ 
est  grade  of  their  children  in  school.  There  were  four 
broad  groups  used,  namely:  Grades  1  to  3,  Grades  4  to  6, 
Grades  7  to  9,  and  Grades  10  to  12. 

The  most  important  findings  in  terms  of  the  variable, 
"Grade  or  Grades  of  Children",  was  that  there  were  no  statis¬ 
tically  significant  differences  in  the  respondents*  percep¬ 
tions  of  the  relative  importance  of  the  areas  of  concern. 
Since  the  grade  of  the  children  did  not  influence  the  expec¬ 
tations  of  the  parents,  it  was  decided  to  omit  the  tables 


that  dealt  with  this  variable 
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CHAPTER  V 


FINDINGS:  METHODS  OF  REPORTING 

This  chapter  presents  an  analysis  of  how  parents  would 
like  the  seven  areas  of  concern  reported  to  them  and  how 
often  they  would  like  to  receive  these  reports. 

Sections  III  and  IV  of  the  questionnaire  were  designed 
to  find  out  how  parents  would  like  the  areas  of  concern 
reported  and  how  communication  should  be  established  with  the 
home.  Respondents  were  asked  to  check  one  choice  in  each  of 
the  ten  multiple-choice  questions  in  these  sections.  Each 
question  was  considered  on  the  basis  of  frequency  of  choice. 
The  personal  data  of  the  respondents  were  classified  in  the 
same  categories  used  in  Chapter  IV.  As  described  in  Ferguson, 
contingency  tables  were  set  up  and  Chi  Square  applied 
(1,  pp.l65-168)0 

I.  METHODS  OF  REPORTING  AREAS  OF  CONCERN 

Ach i evemen t 

The  questionnaire  asked  the  respondents  two  questions 
as  to  how  they  wanted  Achievement  reported.  They  were  as 
foil ows : 

1.  In  the  reporting  on  your  child's  achievement,  do  you 
want  to  know?  (Check  one). 

_  His  progress  (marks)  in  terms  of  letter  gradings. 

For  example,  H  for  excellent,  A  for  very  good, 
etc. 
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_  His  progress  in  terms  of  "satisfactory  or  "unsatis¬ 
factory"  work  in  the  skill  or  subject. 

_  His  progress  in  relation  to  percentage  gradings. 

2.  In  the  reporting  on  your  child's  progress,  do  you 
want  to  know?  (Check  one). 

_  His  marks  as  compared  with  what  he  is  able  to  do. 

_  His  mark s  as  compared  with  the  class  average. 

_  His  marks  as  compared  with  the  class  marks.  For 

example,  highest  mark,  second  highest,  etc. 

_  His  marks  alone. 

Of  the  482  respondents  who  answered  the  first  question, 
258  respondents  wanted  their  children's  marks  in  terms  of  per¬ 
centage  ratings,  189  wanted  the  marks  in  terms  of  letter 
gradings,  and  35  wanted  the  marks  in  terms  of  "satisfactory" 
and  "unsatisfactory"  achievement. 

Most  respondents,  male  and  female,  wanted  progress 
reported  in  terms  of  percentage  gradings  (.01  level  of  signi¬ 
ficance).  Among  the  occupational  groups,  the  Professional 
workers  were  divided  in  their  opinions  as  to  whether  marks 
should  be  reported  in  terms  of  letter  or  percentage  gradings. 
Similarly,  those  respondents  whose  family  income  was  over 
$8,000  differed  at  the  .01  level  from  those  whose  family 
income  was  less  than  $8,000  per  annum.  Whereas  those  of  the 
lower  incomes  preferred  to  receive  marks  in  terms  of  percen¬ 
tage  ratings,  those  of  higher  income  groups  were  divided  in 
their  opinions  as  to  whether  percentages  or  letter  gradings 
should  be  used.  The  categories  based  on  "Education  completed" 


and  "Grade  or  grades  of  children"  showed  no 
measurable  differences  between  groups. 
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Both  letter  and  percentage  gradings  are  in  common 
use  in  the  Edmonton  Public  Schools.  The  elementary  schools 
use  letter  gradings,  the  junior  and  senior  high  schools  use 
either  letter  or  percentage  gradings  or  both,  depending  on 
practice  in  the  individual  school. 

In  answering  the  second  question  on  Achievement,  173 
respondents  wanted  the  child*s  marks  compared  with  what  he 
is  able  to  do,  166  wanted  his  marks  compared  with  the  class 
average,  81  wanted  marks  as  compared  with  class  marks 
(highest  mark,  second  highest,  and  so  on),  53  wanted  just  the 
marks  reported,  and  9  respondents  did  not  answer  this  ques¬ 
tion.  Most  of  the  482  respondents  preferred  either  of  the 
first  two  items  in  comparison  with  the  latter  two  items  (.01 
level  of  significance). 

Male  respondents  and  respondents  with  a  university 
level  of  education  showed  no  significant  differences  among 
the  frequencies  of  their  choices  whether  marks  should  be  com¬ 
pared  with  the  child's  ability,  with  the  class  average,  or 
presented  in  the  form  of  ranking.  Nine  respondents  declined 
to  answer  this  question. 

The  junior  and  senior  high  schools  in  the  Edmonton 
Public  Schools  compare  the  child*s  marks  with  the  class  aver¬ 
age.  The  elementary  schools  report  the  mark  only.  Most  res¬ 
pondents  wanted  some  standard  of  comparison  by  which  the  marks 
could  be  made  more  meaningful. 
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Direct  ions  £  or  I mproveme n  t 

The  questionnaire  asked  the  respondents  the  following 
question  as  to  how  they  wanted  Directions  for  Improveme n t 
reported i 

Do  you  want  to  know  how  you  can  help  your  child? 

(Check  one ) . 

_  Through  a  general  statement  of  how  much  home  study 

i  s  expected . 

_  Through  a  general  statement  as  to  the  skills  or  sub¬ 
jects  in  which  he  needs  help. 

_  Through  specific  instructions  from  the  school  as  to 

how  you  can  help  your  child. 

Of  the  480  respondents,  263  wanted  specific  instructions 
as  to  how  they  could  help  their  children,  198  would  like  to  be 
told  the  skills  or  subjects  in  which  the  child  needs  help,  and 
19  would  like  a  general  statement  of  how  much  home  study  is 
expected.  The  latter  is  the  most  common  practice  in  Edmonton, 
yet  respondents  indicated  that  they  preferred  receiving  spe¬ 
cific  instructions  as  to  how  they  could  help  their  children 
(.05  level  of  significance). 

Male  respondents  and  respondents  with  children  in  high 
school  grades  did  not  show  a  significant  difference  between 
the  frequencies  of  their  choices  whether  they  wanted  a  general 
statement  as  to  the  skills  or  subjects  in  which  the  child 
needed  help,  or  whether  they  wanted  specific  instructions  as 
to  how  they  could  help  their  child. 

General  Ab i 1 i ty 

To  determine  how  respondents  wanted  General  Ability 
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reported,  the  following  question  was  asked: 

In  the  reporting  on  your  child's  ability,  do  you  want 
to  know?  (Check  one). 

_  His  intelligence  in  terms  of  I»Q.  or  intelligence 

rating. 

_  His  intelligence  in  terms  of  being  above  average, 

average,  or  below  average  in  learning  ability. 

Of  the  480  respondents,  366  wanted  ability  reported 
in  terms  of  being  average,  above  average,  or  below  average, 
114  wanted  ability  reported  in  terms  of  an  intelligence  quo¬ 
tient.  It  was  significant  at  the  .01  level  that  respondents 
preferred  ability  reported  in  terms  of  being  average,  above 
average,  or  below  average  in  learning  ability. 

There  is  no  provision  on  the  Edmonton  Report  Cards  for 
the  reporting  of  ability.  Yet  respondents  ranked  General 
Ability  to  be  of  relatively  high  importance  as  an  area  in 
which  they  would  like  the  school  to  report.  All  groups 
favored  the  use  of  general  terms  in  reporting  ability. 


Per  s  ona 1 i ty 

The  questionnaire  asked  the  respondents  the  following 
question  to  determine  how  they  would  like  Personality 
reported: 

In  the  reporting  on  the  personality  of  your  child,  do 
you  want  to  know?  (Check  one). 


How  you  and  the  child  and  school  can  work  together 
to  provide  a  happy  school  life. 

What  the  school  is  doing  to  provide  for  your  child's 
adjustment  to  his  teacher,  other  children,  and  the 
school . 
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_  If  he  is  happy  and  well-adjusted  in  the  classroom. 

_  None  of  these.  This  responsibility  belongs  pri¬ 
marily  to  the  home. 

Of  the  481  respondents  who  answered  this  question, 

260  wanted  to  know  how  the  parent,  child  and  school  could 
work  together,  149  wanted  to  know  if  the  child  was  happy  and 
well-adjusted  in  the  classroom,  61  wanted  to  know  what  the 
school  was  doing  to  provide  for  their  children's  adjustment 
to  their  teachers,  other  children  and  the  school,  and  11 
thought  this  responsibility  belonged  primarily  to  the  home. 

Respondents  indicated  that  they  wanted  most  to  work 
with  the  school  and  their  children  to  provide  a  happy  school 
life  (.01  level  of  significance).  Although  both  male  and 
female  respondents  were  in  agreement  as  to  how  Personality 
should  be  reported,  eight  of  the  respondents  who  stated  that 
this  responsibility  belonged  to  the  home  were  male. 

The  Professional  workers  differed  at  the  .01  level  of 
significance  from  the  other  occupational  groups  in  that  this 
group  was  just  as  interested  in  receiving  a  report  as  to 
whether  the  child  was  happy  and  well-adjusted  in  the  class¬ 
room  as  they  were  in  working  with  the  child  and  school  to 
provide  a  happy  school  life.  This  was  also  evident  among 
the  respondents  who  had  a  family  income  of  more  than  $8,000 
per  annum,  those  who  had  a  university  level  of  education,  and 
those  who  had  children  in  primary  grades. 

The  Edmonton  Public  School  report  cards  have  a  section 
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in  which  they  rate  a  c  h  i  1  d  8  s  growth  in  citizenship.,  More 
than  half  of  the  respondents  would  like  to  work  with  the 
child  and  the  school.  How  far  this  practice  is  followed 
depends  on  the  individual  parent,  teacher  and  school. 

Social  Behav i or 

To  determine  how  respondents  wanted  Social  Behavior 
reported,  the  following  question  was  asked: 

In  the  reporting  on  your  childfs  behavior,  do  you  want 
to  know?  (Check  one). 

_  His  general  classroom  conduct. 

_  His  ability  to  get  along  with  adults  and  other 

chi  1 dr en . 

_  A  detailed  picture  of  his  behavior  in  different 

situations. 

More  respondents  wanted  the  school  to  report  on  class¬ 
room  conduct  than  on  any  other  aspect  of  Social  Behavior. 

This  was  significant  at  the  .01  levelo  Of  479  respondents, 
191  wanted  the  school  to  report  on  classroom  conduct,  122 
wanted  a  detailed  picture  of  his  behavior  in  different  situa¬ 
tions,  120  wanted  schools  to  report  on  his  ability  to  get 
along  with  adults  and  other  children,  and  46  wanted  his 
behavior  reported  in  terms  of  participation  in  school  acti¬ 
vities. 

There  were  no  significant  differences  between  the 
frequencies  of  male  and  female  responses.  Among  the  occu¬ 
pational  groups,  the  Semi-skilled  and  Unskilled  workers 
were  divided  in  their  opinions  as  to  whether  they  wanted  a 
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report  on  classroom  conduct  ox*  wanted  a  detailed  picture  of 
his  behavior  in  different  situations#  There  was  a  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  frequency  of  responses  of  those  whose  family 
income  was  more  than  $8,000  and  those  whose  family  income  was 
less  than  $8,000  per  annum  (.01  level  of  significance)#  The 
lower  income  group  did  not  differ  at  a  statistically  signifi¬ 
cant  level  in  their  frequency  of  choices  as  to  whether 
behavior  should  be  reported  as  classroom  conduct  or  a  detailed 
picture  of  the  child’s  behavior  in  different  situations, 
wher ea  s  the  higher  income  group  wanted  behavior  reported  in 
terms  of  classroom  conduct#  The  variables,  "Grade  completed 
by  the  parent"  and  "Grade  or  grades  of  children"  did  not 
influence  frequency  of  choice#  There  were  no  significant  dif¬ 
ferences  among  the  groups  involved. 

There  is  no  section  on  the  report  cards  used  in  the 
Edmonton  Public  Schools  devoted  to  reporting  behavior  beyond 
that  mentioned  under  "Growth  in  Citizenship"#  It  will  be 
noted  that  the  Division  II  report  card  refers  to  the  traits 
listed  as  "personality"  traits  while  the  Junior  High  School 
report  card  calls  them  "behavior"  traits#  It  would  appear 
that  the  respondents  want  more  emphasis  placed  on  behavior 
in  the  classroom  than  is  at  present  indicated  on  the  report 
card#  It  may  be  that  there  is  difficulty  in  interpreting 
gradings  on  such  items  as  "emotional  control"  or  "judgment". 
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Special  Ap  t i t  ude  s 


To  determine  how  respondents  wanted  Special  Aptitudes 
reported,  the  following  question  was  asked: 

In  the  reporting  on  your  child's  aptitudes,  do  you  want 
the  schools?  (Check  one). 

_  To  give  information  about  his  special  interests 

and  abilities  on  which  you  can  plan  his  future. 

_  To  offer  suggestions  as  to  the  school  courses  in 

which  he  should  work  to  prepare  for  his  future 
career . 

_  To  plan  with  you  his  school  courses  so  that  he  may 

enter  the  occupation  for  which  he  is  best  suited. 

Respondents  indicated  that  they  wanted  to  work  with 
the  school  in  planning  their  children's  courses  (.01  level 
of  significance).  Of  480  respondents,  228  respondents  wanted 
the  above,  139  wanted  the  school  to  give  information  about 
the  child's  interests  and  abilities  on  which  they  could  plan 
his  future  school  courses,  115  wanted  suggestions  as  to  the 
school  courses  the  child  should  take. 

Male  respondents  showed  no  significant  preference  as 
to  whether  they  wished  to  work  with  the  school  in  planning 
their  children's  courses,  or  whether  they  received  informa¬ 
tion  about  the  child's  interests  and  abilities.  Although 
the  Clerks  and  kindred  workers,  the  Skilled  workers,  and  the 
Semi-skilled  workers  indicated  that  they  preferred  to  work 
with  the  school  in  planning  courses  (.01  level  of  signifi¬ 
cance),  the  Professional  and  Semi-professional  workers  did 
not  show  statistically  significant  differences  among  the 
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frequencies  of  their  choices  of  all  three  methods  listed® 

The  respondents  whose  family  income  wa s  be  1 ow  $8,000  indi¬ 
cated  that  they  preferred  to  work  with  the  school  in  pla n- 
ning  their  children's  courses  (.01  level  of  significance), 
but  those  whose  family  income  was  over  $8,000  showed  no 
statistically  significant  differences  in  the  frequencies  of 
choices  in  any  of  the  three  methods®  Respondents  with  a  uni¬ 
versity  level  of  education  showed  no  statistically  significant 
difference  between  the  frequency  of  choice  as  to  whether  they 
wanted  to  work  with  the  school  in  planning  courses,  or  whether 
they  wanted  information  about  their  child*s  special  interests 
and  abilities  on  which  they  could  plan  his  future®  All  res¬ 
pondents,  regardless  of  the  grade  of  their  children,  were  in 
favor  of  working  with  the  school  in  planning  courses. 

Reporting  practices  vary  with  the  individual  teacher 
and  school  in  Edmonton®  It  is  probable  that  much  of  this 
area  is  reported  in  the  "Comment"  section  of  the  report 
cards,  or  through  personal  interviews  with  the  guidance 
counsellors  in  the  junior  and  senior  high  schools. 

Health 

To  determine  how  the  respondents  wished  to  have  Health 
reported,  the  following  question  was  asked: 

In  reporting  on  the  health  of  your  child,  do  you  want 
to  know?  (Check  one). 
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_  Any  specific  health  problems  and  recommended  treat¬ 
ment,  if  necessary. 

_  Any  specific  health  problems  the  child  has<>  For 

example,  near-sightedness,  hearing  defect,  etc. 

_  Just  those  things  that  are  affecting  his  school 

pr  ogr e s  s  . 

_  None  of  these.  This  responsibility  belongs  primarily 

to  the  home. 

Most  respondents  indicated  that  they  preferred  the 
schools  to  report  any  specific  health  problems  that  the  child 
has  (oOl  level  of  significance).  Of  the  479  respondents  who 
answered  this  question,  284  selected  the  above  method  of 
reporting  Health,  93  wanted  to  know  just  those  things  that 
were  affecting  the  child,s  progress,  80  wanted  the  school  to 
report  any  specific  health  problems  and  to  recommend  any 
needed  treatment,  and  22  said  this  responsibility  belonged  to 
the  home. 

The  Edmonton  Public  School  report  cards  have  a  comment 
that  parents  will  be  advised  of  any  health  condition  affect¬ 
ing  a  pupil's  progress.  A  significant  number  of  the  respon¬ 
dents  wanted  to  know  any  specific  health  problems  their  chil¬ 
dren  had,  but  also  felt  that  it  was  the  responsibility  of  the 
home  to  consult  their  own  medical  advisers  regarding  the 
suggested  treatment.  It  is  of  interest  that  a  small  per¬ 
centage  of  the  respondents  thought  this  responsibility 
belonged  to  the  home.  There  were  no  differences  among  the 
groups  in  the  different  categories. 
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II.  FREQUENCY  AND  MEDIA  OF  REPORTING 
Frequency  o  f  Reporting 

To  determine  how  often  the  respondents  would  like  the 
schools  to  report  to  them,  the  following  question  was  asked: 

How  often  would  you  like  the  school  to  report  to  you 
about  your  child?  (Check  one). 

_  Once  a  month. 

_  Once  every  two  months. 

_  Once  every  term. 

_  Whenever  it  is  necessary  to  report  on  some  item. 

Of  the  482  respondents,  215  wanted  to  receive  informa¬ 
tion  about  their  children  every  two  months,  127  wanted  infor¬ 
mation  sent  to  the  homes  whenever  necessary,  89  wanted 
information  sent  home  every  month,  and  51  wanted  reports 
once  every  term.  Most  parents  wanted  reports  every  two 
months  (.01  level  of  significance). 

It  is  possible  that  the  respondents  were  influenced 
by  the  current  policy  in  Edmonton  of  reporting  four  times  a 
year.  There  were  no  significant  differences  among  the  groups 
in  the  various  categories.  However,  it  was  noted  that  certain 
groups  indicated  no  significant  differences  between  the  fre¬ 
quency  of  their  choices  as  to  whether  they  desired  reports 
once  every  two  months  or  whether  they  desired  reports  when¬ 
ever  necessary  to  report  on  some  item.  These  were  the  Semi¬ 
skilled  and  Skilled  workers,  respondents  whose  family 
incomes  were  below  $5,000  per  annum,  those  whose  level  of 
education  was  Grade  11  or  less,  and  respondents  who  had 
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children  in  Grades  4  to  12. 

Media  of  Reporting 

To  determine  the  media  of  reporting,  the  respondents 
were  asked  to  answer  the  following  question: 

How  would  you  prefer  to  receive  information  about  your 
child?  (Check  one). 

_  By  means  of  a  report  card. 

_  By  means  of  a  wr itten  letter  from  the  teacher. 

_  By  means  of  a  personal  interview. 

_  By  means  of  a  report  card  and  a  personal  interview. 

_  By  means  of  a  report  card  followed  by  a  personal 

interview  when  requested. 

Of  the  482  respondents,  249  respondents  wanted  to 
receive  information  about  their  children  by  means  of  a  report 
card  followed  by  a  personal  interview  when  requested,  149 
wanted  to  receive  information  by  means  of  a  report  card  and 
regularly  scheduled  personal  interviews,  49  wanted  to  receive 
information  by  means  of  a  report  card,  35  wanted  to  receive 
information  through  a  personal  interview,  and  8  wanted  infor¬ 
mation  by  means  of  a  written  letter.  The  preferred  method  of 
receiving  information  about  children  was  by  means  of  a  report 
card  followed  by  a  personal  interview  when  req ue  s  te  d  (o01 
level  of  significance). 

Although  there  were  no  significant  differences  between 
the  frequency  of  choices  of  different  groups  within  the  dif¬ 
ferent  categories,  it  was  noted  that  certain  groups  did  not 
show  a  significant  difference  between  the  frequencies  of 
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their  choices  whether  they  wanted  a  report  card  and  personal 
interview,  or  whether  they  wanted  a  report  card  followed  by 
a  personal  interview  when  requested.  These  were  as  follows: 

1.  Among  the  occupational  groups,  the  Professional 

and  Semi-skilled  workers. 

2.  Among  the  income  groups,  all  those  whose  income 

was  more  than  $5,000  per  annum. 

3.  Among  the  groups  based  on  "Grade  completed  by  the 

parent",  all  except  those  with  post-school  train¬ 
ing  after  Grade  12* 

4.  All  respondents  except  those  who  had  children  in 

the  junior  high  school  grades. 

All  other  groups  differed  in  the  frequency  of  choices 
given  to  these  two  methods,  showing  a  preference  for  receiving 
information  by  means  of  a  report  card  followed  by  a  personal 
interview  (.05  level  of  significance),  when  requested. 

Report  cards  are  used  in  Edmonton,  and,  in  all  proba¬ 
bility,  many  personal  interviews  are  carried  on  in  certain 
schools  in  Edmonton  upon  request  either  by  the  school  or  the 
parent . 


III.  SUMMARY 

In  reviewing  the  "hows"  of  reporting  the  areas  of  con¬ 
cern,  the  following  appear  to  be  what  the  respondents  want 
most: 
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1.  They  would  like  to  see  Achievement  reported  in  terms 
of  percentage  or  letter  gradings,  both  of  which 
are  used  in  the  Edmonton  Public  School  reporting 
systemso  The  respondents  were  divided  in  their 
opinions  as  to  whether  these  marks  should  be  com¬ 
pared  with  the  child*s  ability  or  the  class 
average.  At  present,  the  report  cards  of  the 
junior  and  senior  high  schools  in  Edmonton  use 
the  latter  method  in  an  attempt  to  make  marks 
more  meaningful. 

20  Respondents  wanted  specific  instructions  from  the 
school  as  to  how  they  could  help  their  children. 

3.  Respondents  wanted  the  ability  of  the  child  reported 

in  general  terms  of  being  above  average,  average, 
or  below  average  in  learning  ability.  This  is  not 
common  practice  in  the  Edmonton  Public  Schools. 

4.  Respondents  appeared  to  be  more  interested  in  work¬ 

ing  with  the  child  and  school  in  providing  a 
happy  school  life  than  the  present  practice  of 
receiving  a  report  on  personality  growth. 

5.  Most  respondents  wanted  a  report  on  the  chi  Id 11  s  class¬ 

room  conduct.  At  present,  the  Edmonton  report  cards 
give  reports  on  growth  in  citizenship. 

6.  Respondents  wanted  the  opportunity  to  work  with  the 

school  in  planning  the  child*s  future  school 
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7.  In  the  area  of  Health,  respondents  indicated  they 
wanted  to  know  more  than  just  those  things  which 
were  affecting  the  child's  progress  in  school,, 

They  wanted  a  report  on  any  specific  health  pro¬ 
blem  the  child  had. 

In  regard  to  the  frequency  and  media  of  reports,  res¬ 
pondents  indicated  that  they  wanted: 

lo  To  receive  reports  every  two  months.  This  is  simi¬ 
lar  to  the  current  practice  in  Edmonton  of  issuing 
reports  four  times  a  year. 

2.  To  receive  reports  by  means  of  report  cards  supple¬ 
mented  by  personal  interviews  when  requested. 

This  is  done  in  certain  schools,  but  not  as  general 
policy  among  all  schools  in  Edmonton. 
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CHAPTER  VI 


CONCLUSIONS  AND  IMPLICATIONS 

This  final  chapter  summarizes  the  major  findings  of 
the  study,  and  draws  conclusions.  Limitations  of  the  experi¬ 
ment  are  delineated  to  imply  suggestions  for  future  studies. 

I.  MAJOR  FINDINGS 

The  findings  of  the  study  indicated  that  there  is  dis¬ 
agreement  among  the  parents  of  children  attending  school  in 
Edmonton  just  as  there  is  disagreement  among  the  educators 
regarding  the  relative  importance  of  wha  t  is  to  be  reported 
to  the  home  and  how  this  communication  is  to  be  established. 

It  can  be  concluded  that  there  is  likely  to  be  no  reporting 
program  that  will  satisfy  all.  Any  area  of  concern  selected 
for  reporting  would  be  contrary  to  what  many  of  the  parents 
want.  It  was  also  noted  that  there  were  no  unanimous  opinions 
as  to  how  communication  should  be  established  or  improved. 

Areas  of  Concern 

Parents  were  most  interested  in  receiving  information 
on  "Achievement",  "Directions  for  Improvement"  and  "General 
Ability".  They  were  least  interested  in  receiving  information 
on  "Special  Aptitudes"  and  "Health".  It  is  interesting  to 
note  that  the  three  areas  in  which  parents  indicated  most 
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interest  were  those  that  were  intellectual  or  academic. 

There  was  considerable  disagreement  among  the  respon¬ 
dents  as  to  the  ranking  of  "General  Ability",  "Personality", 
and  "Special  Aptitudes".  The  greatest  agreement  among  the 
respondents  was  shown  in  the  ranking  of  "Achievement"  as  the 
area  considered  most  important  and  "Health"  as  the  area  con¬ 
sidered  least  important. 

The  analyses  of  parents*  opinions  about  the  "Areas  of 
Concern"  when  the  respondents  were  classified  according  to 
the  personal  data  in  Section  I  of  the  questionnaire  produced 
certain  differences  in  ranking  these  areas  of  concern.  Of 
the  five  variables,  two  produced  no  significant  differences 
in  ranking.  These  were  those  based  on  "Sex"  and  "Grade  or 
grades  of  children".  Examining  the  results  based  on  the 
other  three  variables,  it  would  appear,  as  a  general  trend, 
that  those  of  "higher"  occupations,  incomes,  and  levels  of 
education  indicated  more  interest  in  receiving  information 
about  the  intellectual  and  academic  areas  and  relatively  less 
interest  in  receiving  information  about  non- i n t e 1 1 e c t ua 1 
areas. 

Ach i evemen  t 

All  groups  in  the  personal  data  categories  indicated 
that  "Achievement"  was  considered  to  be  the  most  important 
"Area  of  Concern".  However,  some  groups  indicated  certain 
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differences  of  opinion  regarding  the  importance  of  this  area. 
The  Professional  Workers  were  more  in  agreement  as  to  the 
ranking  of  "Achievement"  than  were  the  other  occupational 
groups  and  indicated  greater  interest  in  this  area  than  did 
the  Semi-professional  Workers.  Respondents  with  higher  than 
Grade  12  level  of  education  placed  greater  emphasis  on  this 
area  than  did  those  with  a  Grade  12  or  lower  level  of  educa¬ 
tion.  Although  the  medians  did  not  always  show  significant 
differences,  it  appeared  that  the  respondents  in  the  higher 
income  brackets  and  those  with  the  higher  levels  of  education 
considered  "Achievement"  to  be  of  greater  relative  importance 
than  did  the  respondents  with  lower  incomes  and  lower  levels 
of  educa  t i on . 

Fifty-four  per  cent  of  the  respondents  wanted  their 
children's  marks  in  terms  of  percentage  gradings.  Profes¬ 
sional  Workers  and  those  whose  incomes  were  over  $8,000  per 
annum  did  not  distinguish  between  receiving  information 
regarding  "Achievement"  in  the  form  of  letter  gradings  or 
percentage  gradings. 

Respondents  indicated  disagreement  as  to  how  they 
wanted  marks  made  more  meaningful.  Thirty-six  per  cent  wanted 
the  child's  marks  compared  with  what  he  is  able  to  do,  and 
thirty-four  per  cent  wanted  his  marks  compared  with  the  class 
average.  Male  respondents  and  respondents  with  a  university 
level  of  education  showed  relatively  high  disagreement  in 
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that  they  did  not  distinguish  between  the  above  and  a  third 
method  in  which  the  marks  are  given  and  the  relative  stand¬ 
ing  in  the  class  shown. 

Directions  for  Improvement 

Semi-professional  Workers  ranked  this  area  of  concern 
higher  than  did  any  of  the  other  occupational  groups.  There 
were  no  significant  differences  in  ranking  among  the  other 
groups  in  the  remaining  personal  data  variables.  All  con¬ 
sidered  "Directions  for  Improvement"  as  relatively  high  in 
i mp  or  t  anc e . 

Fifty-five  per  cent  of  the  respondents  wanted  specific 
instructions  as  to  how  they  could  help  their  children.  Male 
respondents  and  respondents  with  children  in  the  high  school 
grades  indicated  that  they  would  also  like  to  be  told  the 
skills  and  subjects  in  which  the  child  needs  help. 

Genera  1  Ab i 1 i ty 

There  was  a  relatively  high  level  of  disagreement 
within  groups  and  between  groups  regarding  the  ranking  of 
this  area  of  concern. 

The  Professional  Workers  considered  "General  Ability" 
as  second  in  importance  ranking  it  higher  than  did  the  other 
occupational  groups.  Respondents  whose  family  income  was 
below  $5,000  regarded  this  area  to  be  less  important  than 
those  whose  income  was  more  than  $8,000  per  annum.  Respondents 
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with  higher  than  Grade  12  level  of  education  indicated  a 
greater  interest  in  receiving  information  about  this  area 
than  did  those  with  a  lower  level  of  education. 

Seventy-six  per  cent  of  the  respondents  wanted  their 
children's  ability  reported  in  terms  of  being  average,  above 
average,  or  below  average.  They  did  not  want  information  in 
this  area  reported  in  the  form  of  an  Intelligence  Quotient. 

Per  s  ona 1 i ty 

The  importance  placed  on  "Personality"  by  the  different 
categories  follows  a  relatively  consistent  pattern.  Semi¬ 
skilled,  Skilled,  Clerks  and  Kindred  Workers  considered  "Per¬ 
sonality"  more  important  than  did  the  Semi-professional  and 
Professional  Workers;  respondents  whose  family  income  was  less 
than  $8,000  per  annum  considered  this  area  more  important  than 
those  whose  income  was  more  than  $12,000  per  annum;  respon¬ 
dents  with  lower  than  a  Grade  12  level  of  education  considered 
"Personality"  more  important  than  did  those  with  a  Grade  12 
or  higher  level  of  education.  It  would  appear  that  those 
respondents  in  a  relatively  lower  occupational  status,  income 
group,  or  educational  level  placed  a  relatively  higher  empha¬ 
sis  on  this  area  of  concern. 

Fifty-four  per  cent  of  the  respondents  wanted  to  know 
how  the  parent,  child,  and  school  could  work  together  to 
provide  a  happy  school  life.  The  Professional  Workers  and 
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respondents  whose  family  income  was  more  than  $8,000  per 
annum,  those  who  had  a  university  level  of  education,  and 
those  who  had  children  in  the  primary  grades  were  also 
interested  in  knowing  whether  the  child  was  happy  and  well- 
adjusted  in  the  classroom. 

Social  Behavior 

Respondents  showed  relatively  high  agreement  in  their 
ranking  of  "Social  Behavior",  Among  the  occupational  groups. 
Clerks  and  Kindred  Workers  rated  this  area  of  greater  impor¬ 
tance  than  did  the  Professional  and  Semi-professional  Workers. 
Respondents  whose  income  was  over  $12,000  per  annum  considered 
behavior  to  be  of  relatively  low  importance.  Those  respon¬ 
dents  with  a  university  level  of  education  ranked  this  area 
lower  than  did  those  with  a  Grade  12  level  of  education. 

Forty  per  cent  of  the  respondents  wanted  the  school 
to  report  on  classroom  conduct.  Those  whose  income  was  less 
than  $8,000  per  annum  did  not  distinguish  between  receiving 
information  on  the  child’s  classroom  conduct  and  receiving 
a  detailed  picture  of  the  child’s  behavior  in  different  situa¬ 
tions. 

Special  Ap  titudes 

There  was  considerable  disagreement  within  groups  as 
to  the  ranking  of  this  area  of  concern.  Although  there  were 
not  always  significant  differences,  there  was  a  trend  to 
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rating  "Special  Aptitudes"  higher  in  importance  by  those 
groups  higher  in  economic  status.  For  example.  Semi- 
professional  and  Professional  Workers  ranked  this  area  higher 
than  did  the  other  occupational  groups;  those  whose  income 
was  over  $8,000  per  annum  placed  more  emphasis  on  this  area; 
and  those  with  a  university  level  of  education  placed  this 
area  at  a  higher  ranking  than  did  the  other  groups. 

Forty-seven  per  cent  of  the  respondents  indicated  that 
they  wanted  to  work  with  the  school  in  planning  their  child¬ 
ren's  courses.  However,  male  respondents.  Semi-professional 
and  Professional  Workers,  respondents  with  family  incomes 
over  $8,000  per  annum  and  those  with  a  university  level  of 
education  indicated  that  they  also  wished  to  receive  informa¬ 
tion  about  the  child's  interests  and  abilities  on  which  they, 
the  parents,  could  base  plans  for  his  future  school  career. 

Health 

There  was  relatively  high  agreement  within  groups  and 
between  groups  that  "Health"  was  considered  by  most  to  be  the 
least  important  area  of  concern.  It  was  interesting  to  note 
that  only  those  respondents  with  less  than  a  Grade  10  level 
of  education  ranked  "Health"  higher  than  seventh  place. 

Those  groups  with  higher  social,  economic  and  educational 
status  placed  less  emphasis  on  this  area  than  did  the  groups 
with  lower  status  and  showe  d  relatively  higher  a  gr eemen t  i n 
their  ranking  of  this  area  of  concern. 
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Fifty-nine  per  cent  of  the  respondents  indicated  they 
preferred  the  schools  to  report  any  specific  health  problems 
that  the  child  had,  but  felt  that  it  was  their  own  responsi¬ 
bility  to  consult  their  own  medical  advisers  regarding  treat¬ 
ment.  A  small  percentage  indicated  that  they  thought  this 
area  was  the  responsibility  of  the  home. 

Frequency  o  f  Reporting 

Forty-five  per  cent  of  the  respondents  wanted  to 
receive  information  about  their  children  every  two  months; 
twenty-six  per  cent  wanted  to  receive  information  about  their 
children  whenever  necessary.  Although  most  respondents 
appeared  to  wish  reports  every  two  months.  Skilled  and  Semi¬ 
skilled  Workers,  respondents  whose  family  incomes  were  below 
$5,000  per  annum,  those  whose  level  of  education  was  less 
than  Grade  12,  and  those  who  had  children  in  Grades  4  to  12 
were  divided  in  their  opinions  as  to  which  of  the  two  fre¬ 
quencies  listed  above  was  to  be  desired. 

Me  thod  of  Reporting 

Fifty  per  cent  of  the  respondents  would  like  to  receive 
information  by  means  of  a  report  card,  followed  by  a  personal 
interview  when  requested.  Thirty-one  per  cent  would  like 
information  about  their  children  in  the  form  of  a  report  card 
and  a  personal  interview.  Professional  and  Semi-skilled 
workers,  respondents  whose  income  was  more  than  $5,000  per 
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annum,  all  respondents  except  those  with  higher  than  Grade 
12  education,  and  all  except  those  with  children  in  the 
junior  high  school  grades  indicated  that  they  would  like 
either  of  those  two  methods,  but  did  not  distinguish  between 
the  two.  It  is  of  interest  to  note  that  eighty-one  per  cent 
of  the  respondents  wanted  to  have  a  written  report  card  and 
also  the  opportunity  to  discuss  their  children  with  the 
teacher . 


II.  LIMITATIONS  OF  THE  STUDY 

There  are  sources  of  error  that  occur  in  any  survey. 

In  interpreting  these  data,  certain  cautions  must  be  observed 
and  certain  intrinsic  sampling  errors  accepted  as  unavoidable. 

1.  The  questionnaire  was  administered  to  groups.  It 

is  possible  that  bias  was  introduced  through  vary¬ 
ing  methods  of  administration.  Any  instrument  of 
the  sort  used  in  this  study  requires  that  the  indi¬ 
vidual  respondent  use  his  own  background  of 
experience  in  determining  the  meaning  implied  in 
the  questions.  It  is  possible  that  many  of  the 
respondents  lacked  knowledge  of  the  alternatives 
presented  to  them,  and  consequently  were  influenced 
by  present  reporting  practices.  The  questionnaire 
was  based  on  the  results  of  interviews  with  parents. 
It  may  be  that  the  questionnaire  itself  did  not 
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conside i'  all  reporting  items  and  methods  of 
reporting  these  items. 

2.  The  sample  consisted  of  parents  who  were  in  atten¬ 

dance  at  the  Home  and  School  Association  meetings, 
and,  as  such,  cannot  be  considered  as  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  parent  population  of  Edmonton. 

3.  Summaries  of  the  data  on  the  areas  that  parents 

wanted  reported  did  not  distinguish  between  posi¬ 
tive  and  negative  attitudes  toward  particular 
items.  Where  one  respondent  may  consider  all 
items  important  and  rank  them  accordingly,  another 
may  give  an  item  a  relatively  low  ranking  because 
of  lack  of  concern  or  a  negative  reaction  to  it. 

III.  IMPLICATIONS  OF  THE  STUDY 

The  findings  of  the  research  indicated  that,  while 
parental  expectations  varied  with  parental  characteristics, 
there  were  areas  of  general  agreement.  The  broad  implica¬ 
tions  of  the  study  were  as  follows: 

1.  There  is  likely  not  a  reporting  program  at  present 
that  meets  the  expectations  of  all  parents.  The 
parents  of  various  occupations,  family  incomes, 
and  levels  of  education  had  differing  expecta¬ 
tions  of  what  should  be  reported  and  how  this 
information  should  be  reported.  To  meet  these 
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varying  expectations,  it  would  appear  that  a 
reporting  program  should  meet  the  needs  of  the 
individual  child  and  parent  in  a  manner  that  is 
understood  and  accepted  by  both. 

In  revising  reporting  systems,  it  would  appear  that 
educators  must  "make  haste  slowly".  The  research 
indicated  that  parents  have  differing  wishes  as  to 
what  should  be  reported  and  how  this  information 
should  be  reported.  This  would  imply  that,  before 
revising  a  reporting  program,  parents  should  be 
consulted  as  to  the  program  that  will  best  meet 
their  needs.  Inherent  in  such  a  project  would  be 
the  meeting  of  the  expectations  of  the  teachers 
and  children  also. 

Parents  want  two-way  communication  with  the  school. 

As  was  indicated  in  the  data,  they  wished  to  work 
with  the  school  for  the  betterment  of  their  child¬ 
ren.  It  was  noted  that  eighty-one  per  cent  of  the 
respondents  indicated  a  desire  that  personal  inter¬ 
views  be  a  part  of  the  school  reporting  program. 

Parents  want  a  written  record  in  the  form  of  a 

report  card  issued  at  regular  intervals,  supple¬ 
mented  by  personal  interviews. 

Many  school  systems  vary  their  reporting  practices 
according  to  grade  levels,  yet  this  study  showed 
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no  basis  for  this  practice.  Parental  expecta¬ 
tions  were  similar  even  though  the  children  were 
in  different  grades. 

It  is  interesting  to  speculate  as  to  what  type  of 
reporting  program  would  best  meet  the  wishes  of  parents  of 
children  in  the  Edmonton  Public  Schools.  In  the  literature 
there  is  the  implication  that  parents,  teachers  and  children 
should  participate  in  the  reporting  program.  Unless  the 
program  is  understood  and  accepted  by  all  involved,  it  can¬ 
not  achieve  optimum  success.  The  respondents  appeared  to 
echo  this  sentiment.  Most  of  them  wanted  to  work  with  the 
school  to  provide  a  happy  school  life  for  their  children  and 
to  plan  co-operatively  with  the  school  their  children's 
future  school  career.  This  assumption  is  further  strengthened 
by  the  desire  on  the  part  of  the  respondents  to  receive 
report  cards  supp lemented  by  persona  1  i nt erv i ews .  The  above 
would  indicate  that,  although  respondents  wanted  wr i t  ten 
records  of  their  children's  school  progress,  personal  inter¬ 
views  should  be  an  integral  part  of  the  Edmonton  Public 
School  reporting  program. 

Parents  indicated  that  they  would  like  to  receive 
reports  on  all  areas  of  concern.  This  is  borne  out  by  the 
fact  that,  although  Health  was  considered  the  least  impor¬ 
tant  of  all  areas  of  reporting,  460  respondents  indicated 
that  they  wished  some  type  of  report  on  this  item. 
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Probably,  the  reporting  system  that  would  most  meet 
the  wishes  of  the  parents  of  children  in  the  Edmonton  Public 
Schools  should  place  a  major  emphasis  on  Achievement  and 
minor  emphasis  on  Health  with  the  other  areas  of  concern 
being  reported  on  a  basis  that  would  best  meet  the  needs  of 
the  individual  child  and  parent.  Respondents  indicated  that 
they  were  in  accord  with  the  practice  in  Edmonton  of  report¬ 
ing  Achievement  in  terms  of  percentage  gradings  or  letter 
gradings  or  both.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  Edmonton 
Public  School  report  cards  appear  to  treat  both  these  methods 
as  synonymous,  the  letter  grading  representing  a  percentage 
range.  No  indication  is  given  as  to  which  is  derived  first 
or  how  it  is  derived.  If  the  premise  that  effective  commu¬ 
nication  is  necessary  is  to  be  accepted,  it  would  appear  that 
the  schools  in  Edmonton  should  ensure  within  their  reporting 
program  that  the  parents*  interpretation  of  these  marks  is 
similar  to  that  of  the  schools.  It  will  be  noted  that  res¬ 
pondents  wished  to  have  these  marks  made  more  meaningful, 
either  by  comparison  with  the  child's  ability  or  with  the 
class  average.  The  junior  and  senior  high  school  report 
cards  compare  the  marks  with  the  class  average,  but  the  study 
would  suggest  that  parents  wish  to  have  a  similar  comparison 
made  in  the  lower  grades  in  Edmonton. 

Further  implication  might  be  made  from  this  study. 

In  addition  to  working  with  the  schools,  respondents  indicated 
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a  desire  to  supplement  the  work  of  the  school,  They  were 
not  satisfied  with  general  statements  regarding  the  amount 
of  homework  the  child  should  do,  but  wanted  specific  inst¬ 
ructions  as  to  how  they  could  help  their  children.  This 
would  imply  that  teachers  when  reporting  on  children  either 
in  personal  interview  or  by  means  of  a  wr it  ten  report  card, 
must  be  specific  and  detailed  in  their  comments.  Respondents 
wanted  individualized  reports  which  would  enable  them  to 
help  their  children. 

Returning  to  how  parents  in  Edmonton  would  like  the 
various  areas  of  concern  reported,  it  would  appear  that  they 
would  like  to  be  notified  of  any  specific  health  problem  their 
child  has,  but  also  indicated  that  they  felt  the  responsibility 
for  treatment  belonged  to  the  home.  At  present,  the  practice 
in  Edmonton  is  to  report  just  those  things  that  affect  the 
childfs  progress. 

Respondents  indicated  that  they  considered  General 
Ability  of  relatively  high  importance  and  would  like  to 
receive  this  information  in  terms  of  being  above  average, 
average  or  below  average  in  learning  ability.  Reporting  on 
ability  is  not  a  common  practice  in  the  Edmonton  Public 
Schools;  but  in  view  of  the  current  testing  program  in  the 
city  which  makes  this  knowledge  available  to  the  teacher, 
and  in  view  of  the  expressed  desire  on  the  part  of  parents 
to  co-operate  with  the  school  and  to  work  with  their  child- 
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r  e  n  ,  it  would  appear  that  the  child's  learning  ability  should 
be  reported  to  the  parent.  Also,  this  would  aid  in  develop¬ 
ing  more  meaning  to  the  measurement  of  the  child's  achieve¬ 
ment  with  the  hope  that  many  of  the  emotional  crises  that 
arise  through  adverse  reports  might  be  avoided. 

One  wonders  at  the  reactions  parents  have  to  the 
section  on  "Growth  in  Citizenship"  presently  on  report  cards 
in  Edmonton.  The  study  indicated  that  parents  wanted  a 
report  on  conduct  in  the  classroom;  rather  than  a  rating  on 
personality  traits,  they  wanted  to  work  with  the  school  and 
the  child  in  furthering  his  adjustment  to  his  environment. 

It  may  be  that  respondents  felt  that  something  could  be  done 
about  rectifying  an  unfavorable  conduct  report  through  the 
combined  efforts  of  the  child,  parent  and  teacher.  It  is 
possible  that  they  doubted  the  ability  of  the  school  to 
adequately  assess  such  complex  items  as  behavior  and  person¬ 
ality  by  a  grade  scale  with  limited  items.  They  may  have 
recognized  that  assessment  is  not  enough,  and  that  something 
can  be  done  in  these  areas  to  help  the  child. 

The  above  leads  to  a  reiteration  of  what  was  stated 
earlier.  Respondents  wanted  effective  two-way  communication 
with  the  school.  To  meet  this  wish,  the  reporting  system 
should,  in  addition  to  the  issuance  of  written  cards,  incor¬ 
porate  into  its  program  the  opportunity  for  personal  inter¬ 
views  when  requested  by  either  teachers  or  parent. 
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The  foregoing  has  been  supposition  based  on  the 
results  of  this  study.  There  is  no  implication  that  this 
research  "has  the  answers"  to  the  ever-present  problem  of 
reporting  to  parents.  However,  it  is  hoped  that  the  results 
of  this  study  may  be  of  value  in  refining  reporting  methods 
and  will  lead  to  further  studies  to  extend  the  understanding 
in  this  area  of  education. 

IV.  SUGGESTIONS  FOR  FURTHER  RESEARCH 

To  further  understandings  in  this  area  of  education, 
the  investigator  recommends: 

1.  That  similar  studies  be  instituted  in  cities  of 

comparable  size  with  a  view  to  comparing  the 
findings  of  these  studies  with  the  findings  of 
this  study.  Possibly,  the  extent  to  which  cur¬ 
rent  reporting  practices  influence  parental 
expectations  can  be  determined  and  taken  into 
consideration  when  reporting  programs  come  under 
revision.  It  may  be  that  an  approach  to  a  more 
uniform  type  of  reporting  system  would  be  of  value 
in  these  times  of  extreme  social  mobility. 

2.  That  a  similar  study  be  made  using  only  those  parents 

who,  for  the  first  time,  have  children  beginning 
Grade  1,  thereby  minimizing  the  influence  of  the 
existing  reporting  program.  This  might  provide 


f  o 


3  '  ,;o  3.?,  ■  :o  J: i  o  o  . i  • :  n  n • "  .  c  o  00:0:  .3  •••;’ . ; 

J  •  r>  C  .  i...':  o  •: 

o  :  .3..  33  3::  o  3  _  c  3 ■■■■  ,  .  •,  o  -3  r,  ■ "  '  ?■  :  ■ .?  :  <3  a 

i  1  e  '9  3  .  '  iS  :  r  ■: 

-  '•  '■  "  "o'  ■'  -v  :  c  •'  o  2  bu  J  '  3  i:>  ::  J  3  .  .3  !  .!  ..  i  ■-  ■  ■, 


c  ;  -  '  -3  ■  :  j  O  .1  i  ...  -  -  ■  : :  ■ 

:  .3 . '  -  1  ■  o  o  ox  :oi  .  •  j  ::  c.  r  n  i  .0  . 
o  ;  ;  x  j  o  v;  3.  :J  r; x  3  3:  -  :  ; 

s  - -  i  :  '•  0  o:  -  ;  /  j  :•?  osi  ■  o '  :  :  .  o 

■■O  o  ii  3-i:.  3  .  :  o  o  _  ■  9  i  o  3  ■:  3  i 

~  X  '  :  x  '3  0  ^  .  :  „  '  o  .  .  j- 


-  -  3  0.. .or-.::  x  o  00  x  o  ;.r:  .: :  o  ox  :  ;?i 

-  .  •  '  $  i .1  h s> a x  esJs  acf  3  e  3  i ;  o  -  :  • 

">  '  i  3  jE  3  :  ~  .  .0  .  10% 

'  °  0.0:  ■'  .  9 -  - 


f  ■ 

'  0 

o  •  ■  0  ::  r; 

' a  '  0  -  - ;  I 

X 

: '  ■  £  0 

,  3 

■  x 

■'  :  ■  :  0 

9  0 

f.t"v  .  ~  i  ' 

. .  .  i  _ 

i  a  :  .. 


r* 


i  .  . . 


a  truer  index  of  parent  expectations  of  reporting 
and  lead  to  further  refinement  of  the  reporting 
program. 

That  a  series  of  personal  interviews  be  conducted 
with  a  representative  sample  of  the  parent  popula¬ 
tion  regarding  reporting.  This  might  partially 
overcome  the  limitations  of  a  structured  ques¬ 
tionnaire  administered  in  a  group  setting,  and 
guarantee  the  inclusion  in  the  sample  of  diverse 
elements  in  the  proportions  in  which  they  occur. 

That  studies  be  made  to  determine  the  expectations 
of  teachers  and  children  in  a  reporting  program 
with  a  view  to  correlating  these  expectations 
with  those  of  the  parents.  This  might  lead  the 
way  to  a  reporting  program  that  would  best  meet 
the  needs  of  all  groups  involved  in  reporting. 
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APPENDICES 


APPENDIX  A 


PUBLIC  INFORMATION  SURVEY 

Wha  t  Do  Parent s  Want  To  Know  About  Their  Chi ldr en? 

Periodically,  your  children  bring  home  report  cards 
that  give  you  information  about  your  children.  Do  these 
report  cards  tell  you  what  you  want  to  know? 

You  are  participating  in  a  survey  to  try  to  answer 
this  questions  "What  do  parents  want  to  know  about  their 
children?"  What  do  you  think  the  school  should  tell  you 
when  reporting  to  you  about  your  children? 

1.  _  _  _  _ 
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5  . 


6  . 


-  =>  t  'i  i 


—  —  ■  O 


To  o  J  n 


r3  -1  • 

i  1  .L  o 

9 

J-  : 

■  -i 

' ' :  '  0 

;  r  ; 

-  o  :  3  '  J  o 

:  ■  ? 

•  ■  9  x  '  0  i  :s 

O  3 

9  ‘ 

j- 

o 

i  o  : 

J  r  ■  j  '  . 

0  X  j 

:  o  : .  •  i  ■  o  9 

‘  i  if 

c o . 

i  f  o  ' "  ’■ 

-V 

•  ■  o 

I.i?  j  ,  '  -£ 

9  jXO 

-  9  - 

3  ”7 

c 

■ o  :J 

3  -  :x- 

9  ;i 

- 

9  i 

-■  919  v  0 

/ 

1  -3 

~ 

'■  0 

;  ■  to 

or?  ; ; 

:.o  : 

O  ) 

:  j?  o  j  •  ■ 

9  1  •: 

X  '.'J 

UO 

-- 1 

9  9 

.  '  o  ■  ’  i 

r.  o  o  '.o 

I  9  j 

-J  !  J  r 3 

0  '■>  -  9.  '  J 

ij  9  :  S  J 

i  ’  9 

S  *-C  •-  '  ">  f  UO 


. 


APPENDIX  B 


PUBLIC  INFORMATION  SURVEY 

What  Do  Parents  Want  to  Know  About  Their  Children? 

SECTION  I 

In  order  to  form  some  definite  conclusions  from  this 
survey,  information  is  required  from  our  respondents.  For 
each  category  below,  with  the  exception  of  item  1,  please 
circle  the  number  of  the  answer  which  most  nearly  describes 
you.  Since  we  do  not  need  your  name,  the  information  can 
never  be  associated  with  you.  Your  anonymity  is  fully  pro¬ 
tected. 

1.  YOUR  OCCUPATION.  IF  HOUSEWIFE,  STATE  YOUR  HUSBAND'S 
OCCUPATION.  (Please  be  specific  as  to  duties.  e.g, 
engineer  can  cover  many  different  occupations.) 


YOUR  SEX 


5.  GRADE  OR  GRADES  OF  YOUR 
CHILDREN 


1 . 

Ma  le 

2  . 

F  ema 1 e 

1 . 

Grade 

1 

2  . 

Grade 

2 

FAMILY  INCOME 

3. 

Grade 

3 

4. 

Grade 

4 

1. 

be  1 ow  $3 ,000 

5  . 

Grade 

5 

2. 

$3,000  -  4,999 

6  . 

Grade 

6 

3. 

$5,000  -  7 , 999 

7. 

Grade 

7 

4. 

$8,000  -  11,999 

8. 

Grade 

8 

5  . 

$12,000  -  16 ,000 

9. 

Grade 

9 

6  . 

over  $16,000 

10. 

Grade 

10 

EDUCATION  YOU  COMPLETED 

11. 

Grade 

1 1 

1 2  o 

Grade 

12 

1. 

Grade  6  or  less 

2  .  Grade  7,  8,  or  9 

3 .  Gr ade  10  or  11 

4.  Grade  12 

5.  Post  school  training — nursing, 

6.  University  degree 

7.  Post  graduate  degree 


business,  trade  school, etc. 


PLEASE  TURN  OVER  TO  THE  NEXT  PAGE 
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SECTION  II 


You  are  participating  in  a  survey  to  find  out  what  you 
would  like  the  schools  to  tell  you  about  your  child.  Below  are 
listed  questions  that  parents  have  said  they  would  like  answered. 
We  would  like  you  to  rank  them  in  order  of  importance,  placing 
the  number  1  beside  the  information  you  consider  as  most  impor¬ 
tant,  number  2  beside  the  next  most  important,  and  so  on. 

Please  do  not  leave  any  of  the  items  unranked, 

RANK  _  ITEM 

_  Health.  What  can  the  school  tell  me  about  any  specific 

health  problems  my  child  has? 

_  Personality.  Is  my  child  happy  and  well-adjusted? 

Achievement.  How  well  is  my  child  learning  skills  and 
subject  matter? 

_  General  Ability.  How  does  my  childas  ability  compare 

with  that  of  other  children? 

_ _  Social  Behavior.  Is  he  learning  to  get  along  with  other 

children  and  other  adults? 

_  Directions  for  Improvement.  How  can  I  help  my  child  to 

do  better  work? 

_  Special  Aptitudes.  Does  my  child  show  special  interests 

and  abilities  on  which  we  can  base  plans  for  his  future? 

SECTION  III 

How  should  the  school  answer  the  questions  you  wish  ans¬ 
wered?  This  is  what  we  are  asking  you  to  tell  us  by  filling 


out  this  section 


Please  check  the  statement  that  you  consider 
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tells  best  what  you  want  to  know. 


1.  In  reporting  on  the  health  of  your  child,  do  you  want  to 
know?  (Check  one) 

_ 1)  Any  specific  health  problems  and  recommended  treat¬ 
ment,  if  necessary. 

_ 2)  Any  specific  health  problems  the  child  has.  For 

example,  nearsightedness,  hearing  defect,  evidence 
of  fatigue. 

_ 3)  Just  those  things  that  are  affecting  his  school 

progress • 

_ 4)  None  of  these.  This  responsibility  belongs  primarily 

to  the  home. 


In  the  reporting  on  the  personality  of  your  child,  do  you 
want  to  know?  (Check  one) 

1 )  How  you  and  the  child  and  the  school  can  work  together 
to  provide  a  happy  school  life. 

_ 2)  What  the  school  is  doing  to  provide  for  your  child's 

adjustment  to  his  teacher,  other  children  and  the 
school. 

_ 3)  If  he  is  happy  and  well-adjusted  in  the  classroom. 

_ 4)  None  of  these.  This  responsibility  belongs  primarily 

to  the  home. 


3.  In  the  reporting  on  your  child's  achievement,  do  you  want  to 
know?  (Check  one) 

_ 1)  His  progress  (marks)  in  terms  of  letter  gradings.  For 

example,  H  for  excellent,  A  for  very  good,  etc. 

2 )  His  progress  in  terms  of  "satisfactory"  or  "unsatis¬ 
factory"  work  in  the  skill  or  subject. 

_ 3)  His  progress  in  relation  to  percentage  gradings.  For 

example,  66%  in  mathematics. 


4.  In  the  reporting  on  your  child's  progress,  do  you  want  to 
know?  (Check  one) 

_ 1)  His  marks  as  compared  with  what  he  is  able  to  do. 

_ 2)  His  marks  as  compared  with  the  class  average. 

_ 3)  His  marks  as  compared  with  the  class  marks.  For 

example,  highest  mark,  second  highest,  third  highest, 
etc. 

_ 4)  His  marks  alone. 
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In  the  reporting  on  your  child's  ability,  do  you  want  to 
know?  (Check  one) 

_ 1 )  His  intelligence  in  terms  of  I.Q.  or  intelligence 

rating. 

_ 2)  His  intelligence  in  terms  of  being  above  average, 

average,  or  below  average  in  learning  ability. 

6.  In  the  reporting  on  your  child's  behavior,  do  you  want  to 

know?  (Check  one) 

His  general  classroom  conduct. 

His  ability  to  get  along  with  adults  and  other 
chi ldren. 

His  participation  in  school  activities. 

A  detailed  picture  of  his  behavior  in  different 
situations. 

7.  Do  you  want  to  know  how  you  can  help  your  child?  (Check  one) 

_ 1)  Through  a  general  statement  of  how  much  home  study 

is  expected. 

_ 2)  Through  a  general  statement  as  to  the  skills  or  sub¬ 
jects  in  which  he  needs  help. 

_ 3)  Through  specific  instructions  from  the  school  as  to 

how  you  can  help  your  child. 

8.  In  the  reporting  on  your  child's  aptitudes,  do  you  want  the 

school?  (Check  one) 

_ 1)  To  give  information  about  his  special  interests 

and  abilities  on  which  you  can  plan  his  future. 

2 )  To  offer  suggestions  as  to  the  school  courses  in 
which  he  should  work  to  prepare  for  his  future 
career  . 

_ 3)  To  plan  with  you  his  school  courses  so  that  he  may 

enter  the  occupation  for  which  he  is  best  suited. 

SECTION  IV 

This  section  is  designed  to  answer  the  questions  of  "how 
often"  and  "in  what  manner"  you  would  like  the  questions  ans¬ 
wered.  Please  check  the  statements  that  best  answer  these 


.1) 
,2  ) 

3) 

4) 


questions 
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How  often  would  you  like  the  school  to  report  to  you  about 
your  child?  (Check  one) 

_ 1)  Once  a  month. 

2 )  Once  every  two  months. 

_ 3 )  Once  every  term. 

_ 4)  Whenever  it  is  necessary  to  report  on  some  item. 


How  would  you  prefer  to  receive  information  about  your 
child?  (Check  one) 

_ 1)  By  means  of  a  report  card. 

_ 2)  By  means  of  a  written  letter  from  the  teacher. 

_ 3)  By  means  of  a  personal  interview. 

_ 4)  By  means  of  a  report  card  and  a  personal  interview. 

_ 5)  By  means  of  a  report  card  followed  by  a  personal 

interview  when  requested. 
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